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Senate
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our
guest Chaplain, Rev. Dr. John Yates II,
Falls Church Baptist Church. Inciden-
tally, he is the pastor of Holly Richard-
son who works with me and of whom I
am so proud.

We are glad to have you with us.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Rev. Dr. John
Yates II, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:
Our Father in heaven, You are the

King Eternal. You rule over all. Your
light divides the day from night.

Thank You for the gift of this new
day. Give us a spirit of gratitude and
wonder at Your creation. Drive from us
all wrong desires; guide us in the way
of peace and justice that, having done
Your will with cheerfulness during the
day, we may, when night comes, rejoice
to give You thanks and rest in Your
care.

We pray today for statesmen, leaders,
and rulers everywhere and especially
for the Members of this United States
Senate and their fellow workers.

May they be quiet in spirit, clear in
judgment, able to understand the
issues that face them. May they think
often of the people on whose behalf
they speak and act. May these Sen-
ators remember You. May they remem-
ber that keeping Your laws bring us
only good and happiness. Grant them
patience; grant them courage; grant
them foresight and great faith. In their
anxieties, be their security; in their op-
portunities, be their inspiration. By
their plans and their actions, may
Your kingdom come; may Your will be
done.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-

ator from the State of Idaho, led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the flag of the United
States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
distinguished Senator from Idaho is
recognized.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate will be in a period of morning busi-
ness until 12:30 p.m. unless an agree-
ment is reached for the consideration
of the energy and water appropriations
conference report. It is hoped the Sen-
ate will begin that conference report at
approximately 11 a.m. for 45 minutes of
debate. If that agreement is reached,
Senators may anticipate that the first
rollcall vote will occur at approxi-
mately 11:45 a.m.

Following the party conference meet-
ings, the Senate may begin consider-
ation of the digital millennium legisla-
tion or any conference reports or ap-
propriations bills available for action
while waiting for the continuing reso-
lution from the House. Therefore, Sen-
ators may anticipate votes throughout
the day.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). Under the previous order, lead-
ership time is reserved.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12:30 p.m. with Senators permitted
to speak therein for not to exceed 5
minutes each.

Under the previous order, the time
until 10:30 a.m. shall be under the con-
trol of the Senator from Illinois, Mr.
DURBIN, or his designee.

The Senator from Illinois.
Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair.
f

FACING THE DEADLINE

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, we are
facing a deadline this week—October 1.
Every family in America knows about
deadlines: April 15, you had better get
your taxes in. A deadline is coming for
shopping for Christmas, for Hanukkah.
We are faced with many deadlines. Oc-
tober 1 is another deadline; that is our
fiscal year. If Congress does nothing
else during the course of a session, we
are supposed to pass spending bills so
when the fiscal year starts, the agen-
cies know how much money they have
and can go about the business of con-
ducting their affairs and managing the
Government.

Now, I will have to be honest with
you; in the 17 years I have been on Cap-
itol Hill, in the House and Senate, rare-
ly, if ever, has any party in control of
the Senate or the House really met
that deadline, had everything in place
by October 1. Sometimes it takes a lit-
tle extra time to put it together. But I
would have to tell you that in my expe-
rience on the Hill, I can never recall a
time when we reached October 1, as we
will this week, with such chaos. There
appears to be no plan in place, no con-
versation between the leaders on Cap-
itol Hill and the White House, and we
will be asked today to vote on what is
called a continuing resolution; that is,
an extension of about 3 weeks so we
can continue the business of Govern-
ment while the leaders of the House
and Senate get down to the business of
leading. I hope that happens because,
frankly, to date, we have seen precious
little leadership when it comes to the
important issues facing our country.

I am going to yield the floor at this
point to my colleague from the State
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of Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, who is a
member of the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions subcommittee, a very important
subcommittee when it comes to spend-
ing money for education. She comes to
the Senate floor speaking not only as a
Senator from Washington but as a
former classroom teacher. So her per-
spective on education and what we are
doing to either meet our obligations or
fail to meet them is especially impor-
tant.

At this point, I reserve the remainder
of my time and yield to the Senator
from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair and
my colleague from Illinois for defining
for us what our challenge is in this
week as we reach the October 1 dead-
line and our commitment to make sure
the budget is enacted and appropria-
tions bills are passed. Clearly, we are
going to be unable to do that.
f

LABOR–HHS APPROPRIATIONS

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, what
is most appalling to me is that we have
left the Labor, Health, and Human
Services bill to the very last. This bill
is extremely important to every family
in this country. It funds everything
from health care to NIH research to
education, key programs that we are
responsible for at the Federal level,
being a partner in making sure every
child in this country gets an education
so they can be successful.

Last night, we referenced the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health, and
Human Services. We were unable to
offer any amendments, and I was dis-
appointed in that. I was pleased that
the Republicans put forward a budget
that does appear—and I use the word
‘‘appear’’—to fund education at much
better levels than the House, and we
are grateful for that. We have been out
here on the floor innumerable times
saying education is a top priority and
in this budget we want to make sure
that happens. Surely our colleagues
have listened to this, and the numbers
on the paper show they have. However,
what is underneath those numbers is
very disconcerting to me, and it should
be very disconcerting to every parent
and every family across this country.

Let me talk for a minute about a
very important initiative we passed
last year to reduce class size in the
first, second, and third grades.

It was a bipartisan effort. We nego-
tiated with our Republican colleagues.
Every Member in the Senate and House
voted for it and agreed with us that re-
ducing class size would make tremen-
dous gains in education across this
country. In the budget that is put for-
ward that the Labor Committee will be
hearing this afternoon, I do not see any
class-size money. This money has been
taken away. The 30,000 new teachers
who have been hired this year who are
in our classrooms looking our children
in the eyes as we speak will be fired if

we pass this Labor bill as it now ap-
pears before us.

I do see $1.2 billion for something
called teacher assistance initiative. We
have no idea what that is. Clearly, it is
not class-size reduction. We do not
have any idea what it is, and it is sub-
ject to authorization, meaning essen-
tially those dollars will never come
forward. If that is the case, this bill is
terribly underfunded when it comes to
education and the needs of families
across our country. But I am very con-
cerned that the class-size money has
been taken out of this budget.

I simply cannot support going out
and firing 5,000 teachers across this
country. These teachers are in place
today. This was a commitment we
made in the Senate 1 year ago when we
told them we were going to work with
them to reduce class size.

Why did we say we wanted to reduce
class size? Because we know that stu-
dents from small classes enroll in more
college-bound courses such as foreign
languages, advanced math, and science.
This has been proven. We know stu-
dents in small class sizes in first, sec-
ond, and third grades have higher grade
point averages. We know they have
fewer discipline problems. And we
know they have lower drop-out rates.

We knew that last year so we said as
a Federal Government we were going
to begin a process of hiring 100,000 new
teachers across this country so stu-
dents in the first, second, and third
grade can have the attention they need
and the teacher time they need to
learn the basic skills of English, math,
and science. We know those kids who
come from those classes will do better.

Smaller class sizes mean higher
grades, more kids will be able to com-
pete when they graduate from high
school, more kids will be successful,
and more students will less likely have
discipline problems and, as we all
know, turn to violence as a means of
making their voices heard.

We are going to fight for class size on
this side of the aisle. We want those
teachers who have been hired and those
children in those classrooms to know
what we said a year ago will not be
taken away because it is a new year.
We want them to know we are com-
mitted to education, we are committed
to being the partner we are supposed to
be, and it is not just for today, it is for
tomorrow.

Numbers and rhetoric on a piece of
paper do not educate a child. Making
sure our kids are in classes that are
small enough and that we have the dol-
lars and commitment is critical, and
making sure school construction is
part of what we do—and there is no
money in this bill for school construc-
tion—and making sure each child
knows we care about them is critical.
The Senator from California has been
out on the floor many times to talk
about afterschool programs, which are
funded in this bill but less than what
the President requested.

We are pleased the Republicans have
brought us a budget with the numbers

on a piece of paper, but we want to
know that those commitments are
real, that those teachers are not going
to lose their jobs because of some rhet-
oric on the floor this year and smoke
and mirrors and no funding, and we do
not know how it is all going to happen
in the end and, gee, 6 months from
now, gosh, the program is gone. We
want it real, we want language now, we
want numbers now, and we want to tell
our kids we care about them in a man-
ner that is true. That is for what the
Democrats are going to be fighting. I
thank my colleagues on this side of the
aisle.

Mrs. BOXER. Will my colleague yield
for a few questions?

Mrs. MURRAY. I will be happy to
yield.

Mrs. BOXER. First, I thank the Sen-
ator from Illinois for setting the stage
for this conversation, and I thank him
for yielding such time as she needed to
the Senator from Washington because,
as he has stated, she has been a leader
in this whole area of education.

Education, in my view, is the No. 1
issue in this country today. Why? Be-
cause we know that if we do not give
our children a good education, a series
of bad things happen: They will not be
productive, they will drop out, they
will get into trouble, and all the rest.

We are now in the global market-
place. We all know this. I daresay ev-
eryone on both sides of the aisle says
that education is important. I want to
probe my friend a little bit because she
sits on that all-important appropria-
tions subcommittee on education. I
want to make sure I understand ex-
actly what she has told the Senate.

My understanding is that the Senate,
on paper, is spending more than the
House and even exceeds the President’s
number on paper; is that correct?

Mrs. MURRAY. That is correct. If
one looks at the numbers, that is what
it looks like.

Mrs. BOXER. But is it not true that
out of that increase there is $1.2 billion
for a program that does not exist and
the funds will not be spent unless the
program is authorized? And is it not
true that $1.2 billion is supposed to re-
place the lower classroom size initia-
tive that my friend has been pushing in
the Senate?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
California is absolutely correct. They
took the number of $1.2 billion, which
we passed last year and were supposed
to continue this year, to reduce class
size, only our commitment was to in-
crease that to $1.4 billion so we would
add on to those 30,000 teachers until we
reached our verbal commitment of hav-
ing 100,000 new teachers.

On paper, they took the $1.2 billion
and put it into something called teach-
er assistance initiative. I have never
heard of that. I do not know what it is.
I have seen no language about it. I can
tell my colleague one thing: sitting on
the education committee in the Sen-
ate, it is not a program anyone knows
about, and the language in the bill says
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it is authorized, meaning we are going
to have to go through hearings, pass a
bill through the Senate and the House,
and have it signed by the President be-
fore we leave in a few short weeks, and
I just do not see that happening. Really
it is smoke and mirrors.

Mrs. BOXER. It seems as if there is a
shell game being played with money
that is not behind the piece of paper,
and they have completely zeroed out
this important class-size reduction
plan which we began.

Is my friend saying to me that unless
we can change that, school districts
are going to have to fire teachers? Can
my friend elaborate on that? How
many teachers is it, and is it all around
the country?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator is cor-
rect. If this bill passes as written and
we go home, what will happen is next
year, beginning in September, those
30,000—it is actually 29,000—teachers
who have been hired will no longer be
there.

Mrs. BOXER. So this bill that pur-
ports to do something for our children,
in essence, is a pink slip for 29,000
teachers across this country who were
hired under the Clinton-Murray initia-
tive to lower classroom size; is that
correct?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
California is correct. I was out in one
of my school buildings last Monday, a
school in Tacoma, where they have
taken their class-size money for first,
second, and third grades and put it all
into the first grade, and the first grade
teachers have 15 students.

Each one of those kids in those 57
classrooms will read at the end of this
year. You can see it in 10 days of class-
room instruction. These kids were
moving ahead rapidly, and they were
going to be reading. Contrast that with
a class of 30 kids where maybe part will
be able to read at the end of the year
and, obviously, some will not. They
move on to second grade, and the sec-
ond grade teacher starts all the way
back at the beginning with the kids
who are at the bottom.

These 57 classrooms and those 15 kids
in each of those classrooms will know
how to read, and that second grade
teacher next year can move them on
from there. It is going to make a tre-
mendous difference.

Those teachers pleaded with me not
to lose funds so they can continue to
do the job they have been trained to
do.

Mrs. BOXER. If we do not make
changes and if the President does not
prevail with the Republicans and this
bill passes as it is, we will not only lose
29,000 teachers out of the classrooms,
but next year a lot of those kids who
were in classroom sizes of 15 will now
find themselves in classroom sizes of
30, and we are back to where we were
and we have wiped out this advantage
we have given some of our children.

I have two more other questions.
Mrs. MURRAY. That will take away

the promise we have given to students

across this country, and their families,
that we are going to invest in edu-
cation. Essentially, this $1.2 billion put
in there as a teacher assistance initia-
tive will never go out to districts,
never be seen, and everyone will lose.

Mrs. BOXER. I think it gets back to
what our colleague from Illinois said:
There is a lot of chaos. Imagine the
chaos. Last year we passed this school
reduction effort, and then we turn
around—the Republicans do—and walk
away from it. Talk about chaos—chaos
on Capitol Hill because we do not know
what we are doing, chaos in the class-
rooms—a terrible message.

I have two other areas I want to ask
the Senator about. One that she men-
tioned is very near and dear to my
heart, which is afterschool care. We
know it works. We know that juvenile
crime peaks at 3 o’clock and starts to
go down at 6 or 7 in the evening when
the kids go home. We know if they do
not have a place to go after school,
they get in trouble.

All of these things are so obvious.
The smaller class sizes—it does not
take a degree in sociology or education
or psychology to understand if a teach-
er can give you one-on-one help, you
are going to do better. If you have a
safe place to go after school, you are
not going to get in trouble. Again, we
can track academic performance.

In this bill, the Republicans did put
more money into afterschool care, but
they underfunded it by $200 million less
than the President’s request. The
President requested $600 million; they
came in with $400 million. That $200
million affects thousands and thou-
sands and thousands of children.

I know my friend taught in the class-
room. I know how she supports after-
school care. Is it not a fact, I say to my
friend, that she was unable to offer an
amendment on afterschool care or
school construction or smaller class
sizes, that she was prohibited by the
Republicans under the rules of their
markup?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
California is correct. We did not even
vote. We are moving to full committee
this afternoon, and I intend to offer my
amendments. I hope my colleagues will
support us. If they don’t, we are going
to be debating this again and again and
again.

Mrs. BOXER. Exactly.
Mrs. MURRAY. Because the invest-

ments we make in our children, as the
Senator from California knows, pay
dividends far into the future. Putting
down numbers on a piece of paper—
that is not reality, that does not pro-
vide teachers, that does not provide
classroom space, that does not provide
afterschool care—does not mean any-
thing to anybody.

We want to make sure the budgets we
pass are real, that they are funded in
reality, that those programs are there,
and that this country makes sure that
our kids get the education we ought to
be providing in our schools.

Mrs. BOXER. The last question I
have for my friend is in regard to

school construction. I read in the paper
today that the President was in a
school in Louisiana. It was a school
that was built before the turn of the
century. The school is falling down.
The tiles are falling down from the
ceiling. When it rains, the rain comes
into the classrooms.

It reminded me of a school I visited
in Sacramento where the same thing
was happening. I could not believe it.
We were in the gym, I say to my friend
from Washington, and I looked at the
ceiling. Tiles were gone. I said to a con-
struction worker: What has happened
to the tiles on the ceiling? He said:
They fell down. I said: Do they ever hit
a student? He said: Yes.

I have to ask my friend, what kind of
message are we sending to our kids
when, on the one hand, we say to them
as parents that education is crucial to
them in this incredibly important glob-
al marketplace where they are in com-
petition with students from Europe and
Asia and all over the world, and then
we send them to a school where the
tiles are falling on their heads? Can my
friend tell me again, how much do the
Republicans have in their education
bill for this important and worthy
project of school construction and fix-
ing up our schools? How much do they
put in?

Mrs. MURRAY. The Senator from
California is correct. There is zero for
school construction. What kind of mes-
sage is that for our young kids, who are
sitting in public schools, to show that
we care about them, and that we are
paying attention to them, and that we
believe their education is important.

It is hard to pass that message along
when you are sitting in classrooms
with a leaky roof, with no new desks,
with materials that are inappropriate,
that are not good for education. A
child goes home and says: The adults in
my world don’t care about me.

We all know the results of that.
There is not a dime in this bill for
school construction.

Mrs. BOXER. So in my sum up, from
what I get from the Senator from
Washington, there is no money for
school construction, there is no money
for class size reduction, and there is
$200 million less for afterschool care.

I say to my friend, please, when you
are in that committee this afternoon,
do what you did on the floor; lay out
the situation. I hope all of America is
going to learn that despite the moving
of the numbers and the smoke and mir-
rors and all the rest of it, the things
that need to be done are not done in
this bill.

I thank my colleague for yielding.
Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator

from California and urge all of our col-
leagues to look at this and past rhet-
oric and put the numbers in reality for
our children in our country.

I yield my time back to the Senator
from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 51⁄2 minutes remaining.
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Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Chair for

that information.
Four years ago, we had a Govern-

ment shutdown. Congress failed so mis-
erably in its responsibilities to fund
the agencies of Government, we actu-
ally shut down agencies. We sent Fed-
eral employees home. They were paid
later on even for the time they missed.
We barred the door when they wanted
to come back to work, and the Repub-
lican leaders in Congress said: We’re
going to prove a point.

They certainly did. They proved they
could not pass the spending bills on
time; they could not maintain the or-
derly flow of Government services to
the people of America. That was 4
years ago.

You would think that over time the
Republican leadership in the House and
Senate would have learned from that
experience. Last year, we had a little
different experience. In the closing
minutes of the session, we were pre-
sented with a 4,000-page budget bill, an
appropriations bill, which literally no
Member of Congress was able to read,
and we were told: Take it or leave it.
We either pass this and go home or sit
around here for weeks, if not months.

The bill passed. A lot of us, with re-
gret, voted for it saying: What is the
alternative?

This year, we are going into a new
phase, a new chapter in the Republican
congressional leadership when it comes
to budgetary responsibility. October
1—this week on Friday—is the new fis-
cal year. It is, in fact, Republican Re-
sponsibility Day. As leaders in Con-
gress, they are responsible for passing
spending bills or at least charting out
a course so we can see an orderly proc-
ess to result in spending and budget
bills that do serve America.

As I stand here today, we do not have
it. We will pass a continuing resolution
which says we will continue Govern-
ment for another 3 weeks, with no end
in sight. Neither the leaders on Capitol
Hill nor anyone on the Republican side
have suggested how we are going to end
this.

Instead, to quote a friend of mine
with whom I served in the House, Con-
gressman DAVE OBEY of Wisconsin, we
hear the Republican leadership posing
for holy pictures as they stand and say:
We will not breach the caps on spend-
ing which led to the balanced budget.
And we certainly will never touch the
Social Security trust fund.

The facts do not back that up. What
we find is they have broken the caps al-
ready. They have already reached deep
into the Social Security trust fund to
fund their favorite projects, and we
still have no end in sight.

It is one thing to beat your chest and
say you are going to stand up for cer-
tain principles, but it is hollow rhet-
oric when you cannot produce the
spending bills.

You heard the Senator from Wash-
ington and the Senator from Cali-
fornia. Imagine, if you will, in this
time of prosperity, when the Repub-

licans have said we are so awash in
money in Washington that we can offer
a $792 billion tax cut—and thank good-
ness the President did not sign that
and explained it to the American peo-
ple—at the same time the Republicans
are calling for a massive tax cut, pri-
marily for wealthy people, they cannot
fund education, sending 29,000 teachers
home.

Imagine families across America that
get a note from the school saying: Mrs.
Smith will not be here next year. She
may not be here next month because
Congress failed to continue a program
to provide teachers in our school,
teachers to make sure that class sizes
are smaller.

Is that what this is all about, that we
have gone on for month after weary
month with all of this rhetoric in
Washington, and at the end of the day
we are going to send 29,000 teachers
home and say to the schools: You have
no choice but to increase the enroll-
ment in each one of your classrooms.

That is as good as we can do for all
the billions of dollars that we have to
spend. I don’t think so. I certainly hope
the Republican leadership will sit down
with the Democrats and the President
and work out something that is good
for the Nation and good for families
across our country that are concerned
about quality schools and quality
health care.

I visited St. Francis Hospital in Peo-
ria, IL, yesterday, a wonderful hospital
that has faced Medicare cuts that,
frankly, threaten this teaching hos-
pital, this safety-net hospital, another
item we have to address and should ad-
dress before we go home.

I didn’t run for the House and for the
Senate to come here and punch the
clock on my pension. I came here to
work on the issues that are important
to people in Illinois and across the Na-
tion. To date, this Congress has failed
miserably when it comes to addressing
those issues, whether it is education or
health care, the basic things we expect.

We had the Columbine School mas-
sacre a few months ago; it shocked the
Nation. We passed a juvenile justice
bill because Vice President GORE came
and broke the tie. We said we need sen-
sible gun control, background checks,
to make sure fugitives, felons, and
stalkers don’t get their hands on guns.
We passed that bill over to the House,
and it disappeared, never seen again.

We are now in another school year.
We still want safe schools. We still
want sensible gun control. This Con-
gress has failed miserably when it
comes to bringing that issue through,
passing a law, and sending it to the
President. It hasn’t happened.

Time and again we have made the
speeches; we have punched the clock;
we have gone home without meeting
our responsibilities. If last year’s Con-
gress was a do-nothing Congress, this
Congress has done less, less to meet the
challenges the American people have
given to us, challenges which include a
responsible budget, education, and

health care, challenges which include,
of course, a Patients’ Bill of Rights so
those who have health insurance
through managed care companies have
a decision made by a doctor and not by
an insurance bureaucrat.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Under the previous order, the time
until 11 a.m. shall be in the control of
the Senator from Maine, Ms. SNOWE, or
her designee.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes of my time to the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona, Mr.
KYL, at the conclusion of my 25 min-
utes.

I further ask unanimous consent that
following the expiration of my control
of the time, Senator ROBERTS be recog-
nized for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. SNOWE. Will the Chair inform
me when I have consumed 10 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will do so.
f

SENIORS PRESCRIPTION INSUR-
ANCE COVERAGE EQUITY ACT

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today, along with my distinguished
colleague from Oregon, Senator
WYDEN, to discuss legislation we intro-
duced in July concerning prescription
drug coverage. The legislation is
known as the Seniors Prescription In-
surance Coverage Equity Act, or
SPICE.

We have come to the floor to address
a number of questions that have been
raised with respect to our legislation.
We want to answer some of those ques-
tions so the Members of this body can
be informed in terms of what our legis-
lation is all about on this most critical
issue.

I am also pleased to announce Rep-
resentatives ROUKEMA and PALLONE
have introduced a companion bill to
our legislation in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

I have always believed, as being part
of the elective process, we have an obli-
gation to serve the people by address-
ing the problems that are the most im-
mediate and most critical. We are not
here solely for the purpose of creating
issues so our parties can run on those
issues in the next election. Yet it
seems all too often now Congress is
only focusing on the difference between
the two parties, the difference between
Congress and the President, instead of
focusing on how we can achieve a con-
sensus on the most significant issues
facing this country, where we can
make a meaningful difference in the
lives of our constituents. The people of
this country rightfully expect us to
legislate good public policy on those
issues, to address problems facing this
country.

Yet, time and again, it seems the
more critical issues we face in Congress
and in this country are the ones that
are the most polarized. Time and time
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again, we fail to achieve a consensus on
the key issues. The most notable, re-
cently, of course, is the tax cut bill.
While we might all have differences in
terms of what kind of tax cut bill we
should have or how much, there was no
difference of opinion with the Presi-
dent or with Congress in terms of hav-
ing a tax cut but, rather, what the size
of that tax cut package should be. Peo-
ple say to me: Where is it going from
here? I say: That is a good question.

Inevitably, there will be another
train wreck, and it doesn’t have to be
so. We ought to be able to demonstrate
to the American people we are very se-
rious about creating solutions, rather
than issues, as a platform and a basis
for the next election, which, by the
way, is more than a year away. It is al-
most as if compromise has become a
lost art.

So here we are in September, ap-
proaching October, closer and closer to
adjournment, and the only thing that
will be falling faster than the leaves
will be our legislative agenda and the
public’s faith. America expects us to
build bridges and not to draw lines. So
often bipartisanship has become a joke.
It may well be within the beltway, but
I can tell my colleagues, in the real
world, it is no laughing matter.

That is why Senator WYDEN and I are
taking the floor, not only to discuss
our legislation but to urge the Mem-
bers of the Senate and of the Congress,
and the President, to come together on
this most vital of issues to our Na-
tion’s citizens. That is why we are
here, because we have introduced a bill
that puts the interests of the American
people over the best interests of poli-
tics, a bill that gives us a chance to
show America’s seniors and the Amer-
ican people that, yes, we can come to-
gether on an issue of great significance
to our constituency.

I believe that how a society treats its
seniors speaks volumes. What does it
say that while America is 4 or 5
months shy of its longest expansion
ever in the history of this country,
while this Nation enjoys an era of un-
precedented wealth and prosperity and
growth, a third of Medicare recipients
still have no insurance coverage what-
soever on one of their most basic
health needs, prescription drug cov-
erage? What does it say, when seniors
are cutting prescription medications
out of their budgets and their lives
simply because they cannot make ends
meet; they cannot afford to pay for
them?

What does it say when the New Eng-
land Journal of Medicine reports that
poor elderly persons without Medicaid
coverage spend about 50 percent of
their total income on out-of-pocket
health care costs such as Medicare pre-
miums and prescription drugs? It says:
Wait until next year.

Wait until next year? That may be
good and may be acceptable in the
world of sports and elections, but it is
not acceptable when it comes to Amer-
ica’s seniors and a matter of life and

death. For them the status quo is a bit-
ter pill to swallow.

Our plan—the only bipartisan one, I
might add, in the Senate—represents a
straightforward, comprehensive, re-
sponsible approach. It will appeal to
anyone who wants seniors to have cov-
erage, to have choice, to pay for it in a
responsible fashion, to get it done this
year, regardless of whether or not we
have Medicare reform.

How does it work? Instead of rein-
venting Medicare, because we know
that is complicated and contentious,
we created a program that builds on
the existing medigap system, using the
basis and the model of the Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefit Plan, the one
that benefits Members of Congress and
all Federal employees, and we have
choice. So why shouldn’t seniors have
the same choices that are afforded
Members of Congress and Federal em-
ployees with respect to their health in-
surance and to this prescription drug
coverage?

All Medicare-eligible individuals will
have the option of purchasing this
plan. It will be voluntary, a supple-
mental insurance program. It will be
similar to medigap. We create a board
that will disseminate the information
on the choices available. Not only is
this approach better for Medicare bene-
ficiaries, but it keeps the costs down
by encouraging competition because
we have a potential pool of 39 million
Medicare beneficiaries. All seniors will
receive some premium support assist-
ance on a sliding scale: 100 percent for
those with incomes under 150 percent
of the poverty level and under, and
then it phases out to 175 percent and
above to 25 percent, so at least at a
minimum 25 percent premium support,
and 100 percent for those under 50 per-
cent of poverty level.

Individuals will pay for the copay-
ments and the deductibles. The policies
will be the threshold standard devel-
oped by the board, which will include
consumers and State representatives,
insurance representatives, commis-
sioners, designed with the seniors’
needs in mind. There will be a number
of choices based on the need and based
on encouraging competition among a
number of insurance companies across
America because of the size of the pool.

The question people ask the most
about our plan is, Are you changing
seniors’ current Medicare program? No.
SPICE will not be a part of Medicare.
What is more, it is completely op-
tional. Best of all, we pay for it with a
reasonable and reliable funding mecha-
nism that would not in any way affect
the solvency of Medicare or dip into
Social Security surpluses, which is a
key issue, both on the Social Security
and Medicare question.

Senator WYDEN and I, as members of
the Budget Committee, last March of-
fered an amendment to the budget res-
olution. At that time we had an
amendment that allowed for the use of
surpluses for the financing of a pre-
scription drug program, predicated on

the Senate Finance Committee and the
House Ways and Means, to report out a
Medicare reform package. This seemed
a great way to create an incentive for
Medicare reform and also a way of fi-
nancing a prescription drug program,
given that we will have projected sur-
pluses of a trillion dollars over the
next 10 years.

But in the event we don’t have a re-
form package—and I hope we do work
on it because it is critically important
and we should not be deferring this
issue, but given the fact that we might
not, and given the precarious state of
the projected surpluses, Senator
WYDEN and I decided to offer another
alternative of financing a prescription
drug program when the budget came
up.

We offered an amendment based on
the President’s proposal to increase the
tobacco tax by 55 cents and also accel-
erate the scheduled tax increase of 15
cents on tobacco. Even though we were
defeated on a budgetary point of order
that required 60 votes, we got 54 votes.
We had a majority of support for fi-
nancing a prescription drug program
through tobacco tax revenues. It
makes good policy sense. Columbia
University did a study in 1995, and it
showed, in that year alone, smoking-
related illnesses cost the Medicare pro-
gram $25 billion or 14 percent of the
total expenditures of the Medicare pro-
gram. There is no reason whatsoever to
think those costs have diminished at
all. So we think this is a reasonable,
logical way to finance a prescription
drug program.

People may have differences and say:
We don’t want to raise any kind of tax,
even if it is a tobacco tax. But I urge
my colleagues that there are other al-
ternatives. We have to have funding. It
isn’t responsible to introduce a pre-
scription drug program and have no fi-
nancing mechanism. What we don’t
want to do with the SPICE program is
to add layers of bureaucracy. We are
minimizing bureaucracy by creating a
board that will maximize oversight.
But HCFA will not be presenting this
program. We will not affect current
Medicare benefits, and we won’t be af-
fecting the solvency of the program.

I urge the Members of the Senate to
give careful consideration to the legis-
lation we are offering. It is critically
important. We have the luxury, so to
speak, of deferring issues, but our sen-
iors in this country—certainly in the
State of Maine—don’t have the luxury
of deferring their well-being. A third of
Medicare enrollees have nothing, not
to mention the patchwork quilt in-
volved in the coverage for all the other
seniors.

Now, if you think it is acceptable for
15 million enrollees in the Medicare
program not to have any coverage
whatsoever, then fine. But if you are
truly concerned about the fact that 15
million Americans have nothing, then I
urge you to consider this legislation.

Some of our opponents have said,
well, the lack of prescription drug cov-
erage isn’t a crisis; it is a mirage. They
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label our bill, and other bills for pre-
scription drug coverage, a ‘‘solution in
search of a problem.’’ They use words
such as ‘‘misguided,’’ ‘‘regressive,’’
‘‘unnecessary,’’ and ‘‘fictitious.’’ They
say our claims about seniors having to
choose between drug coverage and fill-
ing their cupboards are simply not
true.

Ask the seniors in my State and all
across this country who have written
to us and said they are cutting their
pills in half, or cutting dosages, or
skipping dosages, and not simply fill-
ing prescriptions when they get them
from the doctor because they are un-
able to pay for them. That is the bot-
tom line. It will be a big surprise to
older Americans if you say it is not a
problem.

Mr. President, I yield to my col-
league, Senator WYDEN from Oregon, 10
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, it has
been a pleasure to listen to my col-
league from Maine. I think she has said
it superbly. It has been a pleasure to be
working with her over the last few
months. The reality is that nothing
important in the Congress gets done
unless it is bipartisan. It is just that
simple.

What Senator SNOWE and I have said
repeatedly is that we want to get be-
yond some of the squabbling that goes
on in Washington, DC, and really come
together as a Congress, across the po-
litical aisle, and get prescription drug
coverage added to the Medicare pro-
gram.

I think it is especially important now
to hear from the Nation’s senior citi-
zens. For the last few months, we have
been hearing from all of these beltway
experts. Some of them, as Senator
SNOWE mentioned, have actually said
seniors don’t need these benefits. They
say, well, this isn’t a very serious prob-
lem, in spite of the fact that we have
more than 20 percent of the Nation’s el-
derly spending $1,000 a year out of
pocket on their prescription medicine.
We have some of these self-styled ex-
perts in Washington, DC, going to con-
ferences and programs and saying sen-
iors really don’t need this coverage.

So what we want to do is take this
debate about prescription drug cov-
erage and the need to assist seniors out
of the beltway, get it out beyond Wash-
ington, DC, and start hearing from sen-
iors and their families.

Maybe some of these experts have
good coverage and that is why they
don’t think it is important to cover the
needs of seniors. Maybe they are not
talking to their parents. But I can tell
you, the seniors who come out to town
meetings in Maine and Oregon are say-
ing they can’t afford prescription medi-
cine and, very often, they will leave an
order that has been phoned in by their
physician at a pharmacy because they
can’t afford to pick it up. They are told
to take three pills as part of their pro-
gram to recover, but they start off tak-

ing two; they can’t afford that; and
then they take one; and eventually
they get much sicker and end up need-
ing much more expensive care.

So we want to make sure in the days
ahead, in our effort to pass a bipartisan
prescription drug bill, that the Senate
and the Congress hear from the Na-
tion’s older people. We would like to
say today that we hope senior citizens
and their families across this country
who want to see the Congress pass a bi-
partisan bill to add prescription drug
coverage—we hope those seniors and
their families, just as this chart next
to me indicates, will send copies of
their bills to their Senator and their
Member of Congress.

Right next to me is a chart showing
how simple it is for seniors and their
families to make sure their voices
aren’t drowned out by some of these
experts saying we don’t need prescrip-
tion drug coverage as part of Medicare.
Just as this chart shows, a simple note
to a Member of Congress, a Member of
this body, can help us forge a bipar-
tisan coalition and actually get this
done. We hope when we hear from sen-
iors and their families, they will sup-
port the SPICE legislation. But what is
really important is that the Congress
hear from those older people and their
families.

We think ours is a good bill. For ex-
ample, under our legislation, seniors
will have the bargaining power and the
clout in the marketplace the way the
big health maintenance organizations
have, so we can keep the costs of pre-
scription drugs down.

A lot of our colleagues, both in the
Senate and in the House, are touting
studies about how seniors spend a lot
more when they walk into a pharmacy
for their prescription drugs than would
a big buyer such as a health mainte-
nance organization. That is true. Sen-
iors get hit by a double whammy: They
can’t afford prescription drug coverage.
Yet when they walk into a pharmacy,
they subsidize those big buyers, the
purchasers through a health mainte-
nance organization who get a discount.

Well, Senator SNOWE and I think that
if a health plan is good enough for
Members of Congress and their families
and that health plan uses marketplace
forces to hold costs down, let’s use a
model such as that to serve the needs
of older people. We are not reinventing
the wheel. We are not having the Fed-
eral Government take over health care.
We are using a system that Members of
Congress and their families know well,
a system that ensures that seniors will
be in a position to hold down the costs
of their medicine as well as be able to
obtain coverage.

I am very pleased to have a chance to
work with Senator SNOWE and to spend
a few minutes discussing issues with
her. I think the big challenge is to get
this issue out of the beltway and to
work in a bipartisan fashion. Senator
SNOWE and I have been trying to do
that in the Budget Committee. There
are some who want to make this a po-

litical issue for the 2000 campaign. We
are not naive. We recognize that.

Certainly if there were no good ideas
to tackle this problem, it would be an
issue that would come up in the cam-
paign. However, Senator SNOWE and I
think because more than half of the
Senate has already voted for the fund-
ing plan that we propose, because we
are relying on a model we know works
for Members of Congress and their fam-
ilies, we shouldn’t wait another 2 years
for another election to act. We think
the time to act is now.

I will address my colleague by way of
saying, Senator, what strikes me as
missing is the voice of seniors and
their families. We have heard from all
the experts in Washington, DC. What
has been missing is the voices of sen-
iors and their families. I want them to
start sending in their bills and telling
Members what they think about the
crushing costs of prescription medi-
cine.

Perhaps the Senator could comment.
Ms. SNOWE. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. WYDEN. I am happy to yield to

the Senator.
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I com-

mend Senator WYDEN for his idea on
having seniors in this country send
their prescription drug bills to the
Members of the Senate and to their
Representatives. It is absolutely crit-
ical for people to understand the sig-
nificance of this issue in the daily lives
of our seniors.

Doesn’t the Senator find it somewhat
remarkable there are some in Wash-
ington saying there is no crisis among
our Nation’s seniors when it comes to
prescription drug coverage, that this is
a fictitious problem? My seniors are
telling me: We cannot afford to pay for
our prescription drug bills.

I met with a senior recently who said
she is reducing the number of pills she
takes every day because she cannot af-
ford to fill the entire prescription. So
she tries to make it last longer. That is
a real story. It is happening all across
America.

I find it somewhat amazing people
are suggesting it is not a problem. On
average, the seniors will spend $642 a
year on drugs. That is on average. Pre-
scription drug access in America, for
most seniors, is out of reach. I think
we have to impress upon Members of
this body, Congress, and the President,
this is an issue we all need to come to-
gether on, to work out now, not 2 years
from now.

People say: After the election. The
election is a year from November. Then
it will be another year, at the min-
imum, before we can get anything
passed. That is 2 years.

The American seniors cannot defer
their health, their well-being. In many
instances, it is the difference between
life and death. Much sicker seniors are
being discharged from hospitals today
than ever before. That is why prescrip-
tion medication becomes all the more
compelling and urgent in helping our
seniors.
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Mr. WYDEN. We know new prescrip-

tions are right on the forefront of pre-
ventive medicine. What is exciting
about the new medicines is they help
to lower blood pressure and they can be
helpful in dealing with a wide variety
of health concerns, including choles-
terol and other problems seniors have.

Could the Senator tell Members a lit-
tle bit about how the model SPICE
benefit was devised? It seems to me the
Senator is trying to focus on wellness,
holding costs down, and making pre-
scriptions affordable.

Ms. SNOWE. The Senator raises an
important question about the choices
that would be available to seniors by
creating this board. We look at the
needs of seniors. What are the prescrip-
tion drugs seniors most use? What is
most available? What is out there al-
ready for insurance coverage? Where
are the gaps? This board will have the
ability to devise a number of plans
across the board and make it available
to seniors. Then they can make deci-
sions as to whether or not that plan is
tailored to their needs, similar to what
Members of Congress get.

Members of Congress can avail them-
selves to an array of plans that provide
for prescription drug coverage. The
seniors in America should have the
same choices. We want them to have
choices and to avail themselves, as
Senator WYDEN indicated, to the state-
of-the-art, advanced developments in
prescription drugs and medications.

We did not rely on Government pro-
grams, a big bureaucracy of price con-
trols in order to achieve prescription
drug coverage because there are bills
out there in the House and the Senate
that will either control the price of
drugs or create a huge Government bu-
reaucracy or impinge on the Medicare
Program that already has significant
financial problems.

Could the Senator tell Members how
our bill will help seniors without rely-
ing on Government price controls but
at the same time giving them the abil-
ity to have access to the most ad-
vanced prescription drug coverage in
America?

Mr. WYDEN. I appreciate my col-
league’s question. We use marketplace
forces. We use a dose of free enterprise,
how our Federal employee health plan
works.

What troubles me is a lot of those
other bills focus on an approach of
Government purchasing the medicine,
but that will shift the costs onto a lot
of other people.

I am very fearful that under some of
those approaches, particularly the ones
in the House, because Medicare essen-
tially would control prices, they will
shift the costs. What will happen is an
African American woman who is 27,
maybe single with a couple of children,
will end up with a higher prescription
drug bill because that person will end
up seeing the costs shifted when prices
are controlled just for the Medicare
Program.

I think we ought to use marketplace
forces, competitive principles. That is

what our legislation does. It will pre-
vent cost shifting and help to hold
down costs for all Americans.

I yield the floor.
Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I com-

pliment my colleague, Senator WYDEN,
for the comments he made. It is criti-
cally important to understand the dif-
ferences in our approach as compared
to others for controlling the price of
drugs which will have an impact on the
developments that have occurred in
prescription drugs in America.

Most importantly, Senator WYDEN
and I have come together on an ap-
proach we think is reasonable both
from a fiscal standpoint as well as from
a policy standpoint. We are allowing
competition; we are allowing choice.
We don’t create a bureaucracy; we
don’t affect Medicare. We provide a fi-
nancing mechanism.

It truly is a reasonable solution to a
crisis that is facing America’s seniors.
I encourage my colleagues to take a
very close look at this bipartisan pro-
posal, the only one that has been intro-
duced in the Senate, to talk to Mem-
bers to see if we can come together so
we can address this issue this year in
this Congress.

I yield the floor.
f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona is now recognized.
The Chair will note the time allocated
to the Senator from Arizona was to ex-
pire at 11 o’clock. The additional time
has been taken by unanimous consent
that has almost brought us to that
time.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to complete a statement,
which is about 5 minutes.

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, the Senator is granted 5
minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. BRYAN. May I ask my colleague
to yield for a unanimous consent re-
quest?

Mr. KYL. Certainly.
Mr. BRYAN. The Senator from Ne-

vada asks unanimous consent that fol-
lowing Senator KYL and following Sen-
ator ROBERTS, the Senator from Ne-
vada have 20 minutes to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona is recognized for 5
minutes. Following the Senator from
Arizona, the Senator from Kansas will
be recognized for 15 minutes. Following
that, the Senator from Nevada will be
recognized for 20 minutes.

The Senator from Arizona.
f

JUSTICE SANDRA DAY O’CONNOR

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, Sandra Day
O’Connor was born on March 26, 1930,
the first of three children of Harry A.
Day and Ada Mae Wilkey Day. After
attending secondary school in El Paso,

she pursued her undergraduate edu-
cation at Stanford University.

Justice O’Connor initially studied ec-
onomics at Stanford with the ultimate
goal of running her family ranch. She
was uninterested in the law until she
took a business law class her junior
year. She fell in love with law. Justice
O’Connor enrolled in Stanford law
school, and was able to graduate with
her undergraduate and law degrees in 6
years. She excelled in law school, be-
coming a member of the Stanford Law
Review’s board of editors and grad-
uating third in her class. While in
Stanford Law School, she met her fu-
ture husband, John Jay O’Connor III,
as well as future Chief Justice William
Rehnquist.

Upon graduating, the only job offer
she received was for a position as a
legal secretary. Unable as a female at-
torney to find employment with a pri-
vate firm, she became a deputy county
attorney in California. Soon after, her
husband joined the Judge Advocate
General’s office for the U.S. Army and
was stationed in Germany. Justice
O’Connor joined her husband oversees
as a civilian lawyer for the Quarter-
master Corps.

The young couple returned to the
United States in 1957, settling in Phoe-
nix, Arizona. Within 6 years, the O’Con-
nor’s had three sons: Scott, Brian, and
Jay. In 1958, after the birth of her first
child, Justice O’Connor and a friend
started their own law firm. Two years
later, after the birth of her second
child, Justice O’Connor became a full-
time mother and immersed herself in
volunteer work. She was a volunteer
juvenile-court referee, chair of a juve-
nile home visiting board, and she orga-
nized a lawyer-referral service. In 1965,
she returned to public service as an as-
sistant state attorney general for Ari-
zona.

In 1969, Justice O’Connor was ap-
pointed to a vacated seat in the Ari-
zona Senate by the County Board of
Supervisors. She won reelection to the
Senate for two successive terms. Not
surprisingly, she excelled as a state
senator, and in 1972 she was elected
majority leader. As would become
standard for her, she was the first
woman to hold such a senior legislative
office anywhere in the United States.

In 1974, Justice O’Connor was elected
to the Maricopa County Superior
Court, where she served for 5 years.
She was later encouraged to run for
Governor, but declined. In 1979, Gov-
ernor Bruce Babbitt’s first appointee to
the Arizona Court of Appeals was San-
dra Day O’Connor.

On August 19, 1981, President Reagan
nominated Justice O’Connor to become
the 102nd Supreme Court Justice, re-
placing the retiring Justice Potter
Stewart. She was the first woman
nominee to the Supreme Court. She
was confirmed by a vote of 99 to 0, and
took the oath of office on September
25, 1981.

Justice O’Connor’s tenure on the
Court has been marked by her defense
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of states’ rights, equal protection, and
religious liberty. Justice O’Connor is
known as a restrained jurist, a strong
supporter of federalism, and a cautious
interpreter of the Constitution.

She has been described not only as
committed and intense, but also as
warm and down-to-earth, and a loving
mother and grandmother.

Last Wednesday, September 22nd was
the 18th anniversary of their confirma-
tion as Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court, and last Saturday was
the 18th anniversary of the day she
took the oath of office. To honor her
service to this nation and to the law,
Senator MCCAIN and I have introduced
a bill to name the new Phoenix court-
house in her honor as the ‘‘Sandra Day
O’Connor United States Courthouse.’’

Obviously Justice O’Connor, being
extremely modest, has repeatedly de-
clined my overtures to have the court-
house named after her. However, in the
face of my continued campaign and my
obvious determination to see that she
is given the recognition she has
earned—and because the timeline of
the courthouse’s construction and dedi-
cation next spring require immediate
action on the Senate’s schedule—the
Justice finally relented and allowed me
to go forward with this legislation.

Justice O’Connor’s place in history is
set: she has been a trailblazer for
women in the law—rising to the top in
every area in which she has worked.
Justice O’Connor is one of the most im-
portant jurists in our nation’s history,
It is fitting that a beautiful, yet very
functional new Federal courthouse in
Phoenix, Arizona, be dedicated in her
honor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENZI). Under the previous order, the
Chair recognizes the Senator from Kan-
sas for 15 minutes.
f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2605

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following Sen-
ator BRYAN’s remarks, the Senate then
proceed to consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2605,
the energy and water appropriations
bill. I further ask consent that reading
of the report be waived and there then
be 1 hour of debate equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber.

I finally ask consent that at 2:15
today the Senate proceed to a vote on
the adoption of the conference report,
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

USDA’S APPROACH TO
EMERGENCY FARM LEGISLATION
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise

today to read a statement I am sending
to Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glick-
man regarding USDA’s approach to
emergency farm legislation. The letter
goes like this:

‘‘Dear Mr. Secretary’’—Dear Dan, we
are personal friends—
We all agree that we need to get the emer-
gency agriculture bill out of conference,
passed and get the assistance to our farmers
as fast as possible. In this regard, I am con-
cerned with recent comments you have made
regarding how these payments should be
funded and made available to farmers. In-
stead of using the current Agriculture Mar-
keting Transition Act—[and the acronym for
that is AMTA—instead of using that] pay-
ment system that farmers and their lenders
were promised and banked on several months
ago, you and others within the Administra-
tion have recommended alternative payment
plans.

In your September 15 testimony before the
House Agriculture Committee, you said:

‘‘There is an immediate need to provide
cash assistance to mitigate low prices, fall-
ing incomes, and in some areas, falling land
values.’’

But then you said:
‘‘Congress should enact a new program to

target assistance to farmers of 1999 crops suf-
fering from low prices. The Administration
believes the income assistance must address
the shortcomings of the farm bill by pro-
viding counter-cyclical assistance. The in-
come assistance should compensate for to-
day’s low prices and therefore they should be
paid according to this year’s actual produc-
tion of the major field crops, including oil-
seeds.’’

[Mr. Secretary—] Dan, I know the Admin-
istration, the Farmer’s Union and some
Democrats in the Congress want to change
the farm bill in the emergency legislation.
And I know some of the budget [folks, I call
them] ‘‘wonks’’ in the Office of Management
and Budget—[I do not mean to perjure their
intent, what they do, but they are] sending
mixed signals and I know the politics of the
issue. [There has been a lot of that.] Never-
theless, I urge you to reconsider for the fol-
lowing reasons:

First: The very farmers who need the as-
sistance [and who would receive the assist-
ance] oppose this plan.

The commodity organizations representing
producers of soybeans, wheat, corn, cotton,
grain sorghum, sunflowers, canola and rice
and the American Farm Bureau—the very
farmers you stressed in your statement—
strongly disagree with your philosophy and
proposal. In a letter to the chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, Senator
Ted Stevens, they said and I quote:

‘‘We strongly disagree with that [and I am
saying] (your) philosophy. The current eco-
nomic distress is party a result of the
unfulfilled promises of expanded export mar-
kets, reduced regulations and tax reform
that were part of the promises made during
deliberation of the 1996 farm bill. The costs
of these unfulfilled promises fall upon those
people who were participating in farm pro-
grams at that time.

[They go on to say, and I am quoting:
‘‘The current AMTA payment process is in

place and can deliver payments quickly. The
administration costs of developing an alter-
native method of payments would be very
high and eat into funds that should go to
farmers. Given the 71⁄2 months it took the
Department to issue weather disaster aid
last year, we are unwilling to risk that pro-
ducers might have to wait that long for de-
velopment and implementation of a new
farm program and disaster aid formula. Time
is also critical for suppliers of goods and
services to producers. They need payments
for supplies now to stay in business, not just
promises that something will happen in the
future.

‘‘Supplemental AMTA payments provide
income to producers of corn, wheat, cotton,
rice, barley and grain sorghum.’’

Again, these are the very organiza-
tions, the commodity groups that rep-
resent the producers, that would re-
ceive the assistance. They go on to say:

‘‘Soybean producers will receive separate
payments under the Senate language. Crop
cash receipts for these producers in 1999 will
be down over 20 percent from the 1995–97
yearly average. Producers who have smaller
than normal crops due to weather problems
will receive normal payment levels. This is
better than using the loan deficiency pay-
ment program which are directly tied to this
year’s production.’’

Finally they say:
‘‘We urge you to retain the $5.5 billion in

supplemental AMTA payments as the meth-
od of distribution for farm economy aid in
the agriculture appropriations conference
agreement. Any alternative would certainly
take additional time to provide assistance to
producers—time which we cannot afford.’’

My second reason for opposing these
alternative plans:

Changing the payment plan will mean
farmers will not receive their payments
until next year.

The term you used, Mr. Secretary, in your
statement regarding the emergency pay-
ments was ‘‘immediate.’’ The difference be-
tween using the AMTA payment system—

That is the current one—
and the several alternative methods you

have suggested is: Three weeks or 3 months.
Or this year or next.

Last week, Farm Service Agency official
Parks Shackelford said: ‘‘All the king’s
horses and all the king’s men could not get
the payments made as quickly as Congress
desires.’’

Well, Dan, last year the USDA was able to
distribute payments through the AMTA sys-
tem in less than 3 weeks after passage of the
legislation by Congress. They began on No-
vember 3, the date of the election, by the
way, and farmers received their payments
before Thanksgiving.

Last year, in delivering disaster assist-
ance, through a formula developed by the
Department, it took 71⁄2 months to receive
these payments.

I say to the Secretary with no dis-
respect:

Dan, you are the ‘‘king’’ and you have the
horses, just do it.

Third: No specific or formal plan has been
presented and in terms of the actual farming
practices, the criticism, in my view, just
doesn’t add up.

Staff on both the authorizing and the ap-
propriations committees tell me no formal
plan for an alternative distribution plan has
been developed or submitted. What has been
developed and submitted, however, is re-
peated criticism of current policy.

That has been ongoing for sometime,
not only at the Department, not only
by one major farm organization, but
certainly on the floor of the Senate and
the House, for that matter.

However, these comments show either na-
ivete from people who do not understand the
current legislation or worse, that the De-
partment is breaking the law.

In recent weeks, the USDA and Office of
Management and Budget officials have criti-
cized plans to distribute income assistance
through the AMTA system.

Their first complaint was, ‘‘Payments ac-
tually go to people who planted no crops.’’

I respectfully ask are producers who lost
their crops due to hail, disease, drought, or
flooding in better financial condition than
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those producers who had crops to harvest in
1999? Yes, our farmers can receive AMTA
payments without planting a crop. That is
part of the flexibility of the farm bill. But
you and I know, Mr. Secretary, they must
plant a cover crop for conservation require-
ments, and you and I also know that farmers
have shifted the crops they plant and the
current price crisis affects all crops. I know
of no farmers who have quit planting alto-
gether.

Farmers don’t do that.
Last Friday, you said these payments are

being made on many acres that are no longer
planted to crops but rather have been
switched over to pasture and to grassland. If
that is the case, certainly hard hit livestock
producers will also benefit from the AMTA
payments. But more to the point, you, some
in the Department and many of our friends
across the aisle have urged production and/or
acreage controls because farmers have alleg-
edly planted ‘‘fence row to fence row’’ under
the 1996 farm bill. The dramatic changes in
production figures on major crops you cited
arguing the administration’s new payment
distribution proposal clearly shows the large
grain surpluses did not come from U.S. farm-
ers. However, the current AMTA payment
plan is, in fact, a paid diversion if the farmer
wishes to make that decision.

Those who propose acreage or production
controls should embrace AMTA payments in
that it affords farmers the opportunity to be
paid for shifting to other crops or putting
the ground into good conservation practices.
They won’t, of course, because the controls
are not mandatory and did not simply come
out of Washington.

The second complaint we have heard is,
‘‘Payments are being made to those who
share no risk in farm production,’’ or the
landlords.

Dan, if they are, both the USDA and the
recipient are simply breaking the law. The
1996 farm bill clearly states that payments
can be made only to those who ‘‘assume part
or all of the risk of producing a crop.’’ If pay-
ments are indeed being made to those who
share no risk in production, it is a clear vio-
lation of the law and disciplinary action
should be taken for any official approving
payments in an illegal manner.

The third complaint was, ‘‘The income as-
sistance component must address the short-
comings of the farm bill by providing coun-
tercyclical assistance.’’

I am not going to go into a detailed de-
scription of a portion of the farm bill that we
call the Loan Deficiency Payment
Program—

And the acronym for that is LDPs—
but what on Earth is the loan deficiency

payment if it is not countercyclical? As a
matter of fact, your own Department esti-
mated last week that at least $5.6 billion in
loan deficiency payments will be going out
to farmers this year because prices are low
and the lower prices are, the higher the LDP
payments—

i.e., they are countercyclical—
even to the point of exempting them from

payment limitations.

That is how much money is going out
under the LDP Program.

How can you get more safety net counter-
cyclical than that?

Fourth: The alternative plans that you
have proposed—

And there have been several of
them—
have problems in regard to how they would
work.

While no formal alternative plan has been
submitted—

And I emphasize the word ‘‘formal’’
and specific—
you have indicated such a plan would base
payments off of a State average yield or off
of a 5-year production average that farmers
would have to prove.

On one hand, you are telling farmers their
payment will be based on ‘‘actual production
yields’’ while on the other you state you in-
tend to use the 1999 State averages or 5-year
average yields. We both know that wide-
spread discrepancies can occur in yields from
one region of a State to another. We do not
need western Kansas versus eastern Kansas
arguments in regard to equity or similar ar-
guments with any State or region through-
out the country.

Fifth: Our farmers, and their lenders, will
not know the amount of payment not to
mention when they will receive it.

Any change in the AMTA distribution pay-
ments also changes what farmers and their
lenders are promised and they banked on
several months ago when we passed the bill
in the Senate. We should use the current
AMTA system where the producers and the
lenders know exactly what their payments
will be.

Finally, Dan, as we have discussed, no
farm bill is set in stone and none is perfect
by any means.

Certainly the current bill fits that
description.

That debate is and should be taking place
but not on an emergency bill. It has been 6
months now since you requested an emer-
gency bill. To date, I still don’t know the ad-
ministration’s budget position, and I have
not seen a specific plan. Some within OMB
tell the appropriators they want less lost in-
come payments and more disaster and others
just the opposite.

Summing up, with all due respect, Mr. Sec-
retary, your proposal:

1. Is opposed by the very farmers who will
receive emergency assistance.

2. Will delay the payments until next year.
3. Is based upon comments from those who

apparently do not understand the legislation
(and, I might add, not to mention farming)
or if their comments are true, mean the
USDA is breaking the law.

4. Has yet to be formally presented to staff
and involves serious distribution and equity
problems.

5. Breaks the commitment made to farm-
ers and lenders when the Senate passed the
emergency bill months ago.

With all due respect, Mr. Secretary, I don’t
think we should be in the business of chang-
ing horses after the stage left.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, the Chair rec-
ognizes the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the Chair.
f

LOWERING THE RADIATION
PROTECTION STANDARD

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, in what
has become one of the more unpleasant
annual rituals here in the Senate, the
majority leader has once again put the
Senate on notice that we may soon
consider legislation related to the dis-
posal of high-level nuclear waste at the
Yucca Mountain site in Nevada.

Since the Senate last considered this
subject, the sponsors of this legislation
have realized that the Senators from
Nevada, and the Clinton administra-

tion, will never yield to the outrageous
and dangerous—in my view very dan-
gerous—demands of the nuclear power
industry.

This year, it appears that the indus-
try and its advocates here in the Sen-
ate have finally conceded defeat, and
dropped their misguided attempts to
require ‘‘interim’’ storage of high-level
nuclear waste in Nevada.

We have been fighting the ‘‘interim’’
storage proposal since 1995, and its de-
mise is a major victory not only for
Nevadans, but for millions of other
citizens, and taxpayers across the
country.

Some of what remains in the current
nuclear waste proposal, S. 1287, is rea-
sonable.

In particular, I have long supported
providing financial relief to utilities,
and their ratepayers, who are finan-
cially damaged by the Federal Govern-
ment’s failure to begin removing waste
from reactor sites in 1998.

Under the leadership of Secretary
Richardson, the administration has of-
fered to work with the utilities to pro-
vide such financial relief, and several
of the provisions of this legislation are
intended to give the Secretary the
legal authority he needs to carry out
this proposal.

If financial relief for the utilities was
all we were talking about, I believe we
could pass a bill today.

Other provisions of the bill, will, I ex-
pect, continue to draw a veto threat
from the White House.

Should the Senate actually attempt
to move to the bill in the coming
months, I will have a lot more to say
about the unsafe and irresponsible
changes this legislation would make to
the Federal high-level waste program,
but today I want to focus briefly on
one particular provision that in my
view is threatening and dangerous and
that is the attempt to lower the radi-
ation protection standard to be applied
to a potential repository site at Yucca
Mountain.

The starting point for any fair eval-
uation of a potential repository is a
fair and protective radiation release
standard.

Since it is against this standard that
the predicted performance of a reposi-
tory is measured, the health and safety
of the public depend on a strict and
comprehensive standard.

The legislation reported by the Sen-
ate Energy Committee, if enacted,
would emasculate current law and the
Environmental Protection Agency’s ef-
fort to establish a fair Yucca Mountain
standard by shifting the responsibility
for setting the standard to the NRC,
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
and establish, by legislative fiat, a
standard far less protective of the pub-
lic and the environment.

Since its creation by President Nixon
nearly 3 decades ago, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has been the
Federal agency charged with devel-
oping radiation release standards.

The EPA was created for a sound rea-
son, which still holds true today: to
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consolidate the Federal Government’s
effort to protect the environment in
one Federal agency.

As the lead Federal Agency for envi-
ronmental protection, the EPA has, for
many years, set standards for a wide
variety of pollutants, including radi-
ation, to be applied by a wide variety
of Federal agencies and regulatory bod-
ies.

In addition to its general authority
to set radiation standards, the EPA
was specifically charged, by statute,
with setting standards for high-level
waste disposal by the original Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982.

Under the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,
the EPA is charged with setting the
standard, the NRC is charged with im-
plementing the standard, and the DOE
is charged with characterizing and
building a repository.

When the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
was amended in 1987, numerous
changes were made, but the EPA’s role
as the standard setting agency was left
untouched.

In 1992, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
was amended once again, and over my
objections, this time the statute relat-
ing to the standard was changed.

In an effort by the nuclear power in-
dustry to influence the outcome of the
EPA’s work, the National Academy of
Sciences was instructed to make rec-
ommendations to the EPA regarding
the standard, and the EPA standard
was required to be consistent with the
NAS recommendations.

In 1992, Congress nevertheless was
still unwilling to set the dangerous
precedent of taking the standard set-
ting authority away from the EPA.

To the disappointment of the nuclear
industry and its supporters, however,
this attempt in 1992 to have legislative
changes to modify the law in an at-
tempt to prejudice the EPA’s work
backfired—the industry was unhappy
with the NAS’s 1995 study, and renewed
its effort to jerryrig a legislative
standard that gutted the EPA provi-
sions in the original Nuclear Waste
Policy Act.

Recently, after years of work, and
numerous delays, the EPA issued a pro-
posed radiation release standard for
Yucca Mountain.

The EPA is currently accepting com-
ments on the proposed standard, and
will continue to work with all parties
interested in developing a final stand-
ard in the next few years.

But supporters of the industry’s ef-
forts to target nuclear waste for Ne-
vada do not want a fair standard. They
want a standard so low that Yucca
Mountain, or any other site, simply
could not fail.

The industry wants a standard that
will provide a path around the many
failings of the site, irrespective of the
effects on public health and safety.

Although the radiation release stand-
ards are technical in nature, and quite
complicated, the major issues of con-
tention between the EPA, the NRC, and
industry, however, are not.

First, what is the maximum increase
in exposure to radiation Nevadans
should be expected to bear due to the
operation of the repository? And the
second question is, should we protect a
major aquifer that lies underneath the
proposed repository site?

On the first subject—the level of pro-
tection—the report prepared by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences provides
some helpful guidance.

This exhibit, as reflected in the
chart, reflects that range. The white
brackets here indicate the standard
range from 2 to 20. The NRC standard,
as one can see, in S. 1287, the current
legislation, is far beyond the param-
eters of what the NAS, the National
Academy of Sciences, has rec-
ommended. The EPA standard, on the
other hand, set at 15 millirems, is well
within those standards. So that is con-
sistent with what the 1992 legislative
changes mandated.

The exposure levels suggested by the
NAS and the EPA were not simply
plucked out of thin air. Both agencies
relied heavily on similar standards es-
tablished in the United States and by
other countries. As this chart indi-
cates, again, at the top is S. 1287, 30
millirems, which is far beyond the
standard of most other countries; EPA
at 15, the United Kingdom at 2; Swit-
zerland, Sweden, Norway, Iceland, Den-
mark, and Finland at 10.

Once again, the EPA standard lies
well within the midrange of standard
practices around the world, while the
standard included in S. 1287, as I indi-
cated, lies at the extreme upper end of
the range of existing practice.

More technical, but just as impor-
tant, is the issue of what population
the standard is measured against.

For the EPA proposal, the standard
will be applied to the group of people
most likely to be harmed—using rea-
sonable assumptions regarding dis-
tance from the repository, and average
eating and other personal habits, the
EPA standard protects the ‘‘maximally
exposed individual.’’ S. 1287 would
apply the standard to an ‘‘average’’
member of what could be a very large
group of individuals—leading to the
possibility of very large exposures to
members of the group who are at great-
er than ‘‘average’’ risk from the reposi-
tory.

Proponents of gutting the radiation
release standard, and of taking the
EPA out of the process, claim that Ne-
vadan’s concerns are meaningless, and
that natural variations in background
radiation between regions render our
concerns with an increased millirems a
year meaningless.

That argument shows a blatant dis-
regard for the health and safety of the
people of Nevada.

We all live with whatever back-
ground radiation we may be exposed to;
there is nothing we can do about that.

What we can do, as a matter of sound
public health policy, is limit the
amount of radiation exposure we add to
background from manmade sources.

An ordinary chest x-ray—something
we all subject ourselves to when nec-
essary, but certainly don’t consider a
desirable event to occur on a regular
basis—results in an exposure of about 5
millirems.

Under the legislation reported by the
Energy Committee, Nevadans would be
subjected to the equivalent of at least
6 additional, and unnecessary, chest x-
rays each and every year.

We don’t really know what the full
health related effects of this type of ex-
posure can result in, but I doubt that
any member of the Senate would vol-
unteer to subject his or her state, or
family, to that type of risk.

Even under the EPA’s proposed
standard, individuals could expect to
be subjected to future exposures equiv-
alent to three chest x-rays a year—a
proposal which, while more suitable
than the alternatives offered by the nu-
clear power industry over the years,
provides little comfort to Nevadans.

The second major issue which has
raised such outrage by the nuclear
power industry, the NRC, and their
supporters here in Congress is the
EPA’s insistence upon requiring com-
pliance with a separate groundwater
standard.

Under the EPA’s proposed standard,
the repository would need to be in com-
pliance with the goals of the Safe
Drinking Water Act, which, in effect,
limits radiological contamination of
the groundwater to 4 mrems.

The proposed Yucca Mountain site
lies over a major, if largely untapped,
aquifer.

Water from the aquifer is currently a
source of drinking water for several
small communities in the vicinity of
Yucca Mountain; it could, in the fu-
ture, provide a drinking water source
for several hundred thousand people.

While it is clearly not now a cost-ef-
fective source of drinking water on a
large scale, it is incomprehensible to
someone from the desert Southwest to
intentionally contaminate such a large
potential source of drinking water.

The EPA has been charged with pro-
tecting our nation’s drinking water
sources, and it takes that responsi-
bility very seriously.

It has established standards to pro-
tect drinking water sources in a wide
variety of regulatory programs, includ-
ing those related to hazardous-waste
disposal, municipal-waste disposal, un-
derground injection control, generic
spent nuclear fuel, high level waste,
and transuranic radioactive waste dis-
posal, and uranium mill tailings dis-
posal.

All of these, and other, EPA stand-
ards and programs work together to
protect groundwater resources
throughout the nation, and the Yucca
Mountain standard is merely another
piece of this important regulatory
framework.

The bottom line is simple: the
groundwater under Yucca Mountain
needs to be protected.
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The standard proposed earlier this

year by the NRC, and the standard in-
cluded in S. 1287, encourage the inten-
tional contamination of a potentially
important aquifer running under the
proposed repository site.

The EPA is duty bound to protect
this aquifer, and has done so in its pro-
posed standard.

It would be unconscionable for Con-
gress to step in and reverse course on
what has been a nearly 30 year effort
by the EPA, and numerous other fed-
eral, state, and local governmental
agencies, to protect and preserve our
valuable natural resources.

While the Yucca Mountain standard
is controversial, this is not the first
time the federal government has gone
through the exercise of setting radi-
ation release standards.

Most recently, the EPA established
standards for the Waste Isolation Pilot
Project in New Mexico.

Like the proposed Yucca Mountain
standard, the EPA’s WIPP standard
provides a maximum exposure of 15
millirems/year, and includes a separate
4 millirems groundwater standard.

It is not unreasonable for Nevadans
to expect the same level of protection
offered the citizens of New Mexico—
and that is exactly what the EPA has
proposed.

Fair treatment of Nevadans, of
course, is not something that appears
on the nuclear power industry’s list of
priorities.

Unfortunately for Nevadans, the nu-
clear power industry does not care
much about the justification behind
the EPA proposed standard.

For the industry and its supporters,
the EPA is nothing more than an im-
pediment to their ultimate plan to ship
high-level nuclear waste to Nevada, no
matter what the cost.

For the nuclear power industry, the
test of whether or not a standard will
be acceptable is not how protective it
may be of the public health and safety,
it is whether or not it allows a reposi-
tory to be licensed.

Instead of focusing its attention on
whether or not the Yucca Mountain
site can meet a fair radiation release
standard, the nuclear power industry is
attempting to rig the standard to com-
port to what is being found at Yucca
Mountain.

This cynical approach to public
health and safety has led the industry
along a strategy that seeks to undo
decades of federal environmental pro-
tection policy, and to ask Congress to
establish a very dangerous precedent of
‘‘forum shopping’’ for environmental
protection standards and regulation.

Mr. President, Nevadans have the
most at stake with the development of
the Yucca Mountain standard.

The health and safety of future gen-
erations of Nevadans depend on a fair,
protective standard.

There are, however, broader issues at
stake here as well.

The integrity of our system of federal
environmental protection is at risk.

The fundamental reason the EPA was
created was to consolidate and coordi-
nate federal environmental protection
in a single agency.

Reassigning important standard set-
ting authority to a more sympathetic
agency on the whim of a particular in-
dustry could well mark the unraveling
of decades of progress in protecting our
environment.

Should the nuclear power industry
have its way with Congress, and suc-
ceed in its efforts to undermine the
EPA’s long standing authority to set
standards, who is next? Should we start
down a path of returning to the days
before 1970, when environmental pro-
tection was a hit or miss proposition
for the federal government, leading to
events such as 1969 fire near Cleveland,
where sparks from a passing train ac-
tually ignited the polluted Cuyahoga
river? I hope not.

Some in Congress continue to claim
that Nevadans’ concerns are foolish,
that the shipment and burial of 80,000
metric tons of high-level nuclear waste
are nothing to worry about.

Anyone subscribing to that line of
reasoning should talk to some of the
downwinders suffering genetic and can-
cer effects from our atmospheric nu-
clear testing; or the thousands of chil-
dren suffering thyroid and other prob-
lems due to the 1986 Chernyobl acci-
dent; or the thousands of DOE workers
at the Gaseous Diffusion Plant in Pa-
ducah, Kentucky, now agonizing over
the effects of 40 years of mismanage-
ment and coverup.

As Secretary Richardson has said
about the situation in Paducah ‘‘we
weren’t always straight with them in
the past.’’.

Mr. President, the Senate has plenty
of work to do this fall.

Only one Appropriations bill has been
signed into law, and the fiscal year
ends this week.

Inportant measures that most of us
agree need to pass, such as the Bank-
ruptcy bill, or the FAA reauthoriza-
tion, sit on the calendar awaiting ac-
tion.

The nuclear waste bill reported by
the Energy Committee is an environ-
mental travesty which stands no
chance of being enacted, and I hope the
Majority leader will come to the con-
clusion that we should not waste any
more of the Senate’s time on this irre-
sponsible special interest legislation.
f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of the
conference report to accompany H.R.
2605, making appropriations for energy
and water development for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the

amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2605) have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by all of the conferees.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
September 27, 1999.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 1
hour of debate equally divided between
the chairman and ranking member.

The Chair recognizes the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from Nevada, my ranking
member, does he have any time prob-
lems that would make his schedule bet-
ter if he went first?

Mr. REID. I have some things to do,
as does the chairman, but I think the
chairman should go first.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator.
We have before us the Energy and

Water Development Act, which is the
appropriations bill for the year 2000.
Last night, the House passed this con-
ference report by a vote of 327–87, and I
hope the Senate will also overwhelm-
ingly support this conference report.

Incidentally, while this is a small bill
in terms of total dollars in comparison
to some of the very large bills, such as
Labor-Health and Human Services, and
many others, this is a very important
bill. A lot of Senators don’t know, and
a lot of people don’t know, that the
title of this subcommittee and this
bill—energy and water development—is
kind of a misnomer because if you
wanted to put in the major things that
are in this bill that are of significance
to America’s well-being and security,
you would hardly think that an energy
and water development bill would have
that in it.

But this bill funds the entire re-
search, development, maintenance, and
safety of the nuclear weapons of the
United States. It funds the three major
National Laboratories which are fre-
quently called America’s treasures of
science. One is in Los Alamos, NM. The
history of why it got started is well
known and why it was selected to be up
on that mountain. A sister institution
is in California, which is called Law-
rence Livermore, and there is an engi-
neering facility that is different from
those two. The other two labs are used
to design and develop the weapons
themselves; that is, the bombs.

Incidentally, we are not building any
new bombs now. People keep chal-
lenging us when we put money in this
bill, asking us how many weapons we
are building. The argument is that
Russia keeps building them and we are
not building them. We are not terribly
frightened about that. They build them
differently, and they have a different
philosophy about how to build them
than we do.

These National Laboratories are en-
gaged in the mission of maintaining
these nuclear weapons indefinitely,
without underground testing. For all of
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the history of the building and develop-
ment of nuclear weapons, the State of
Nevada could be added as the fourth
site that was of significance for Amer-
ica to keep its weapons of a nuclear na-
ture safe, sound, reliable, and capable
of doing what we expect them to do.
That is because we tested these weap-
ons underground, in cavernous under-
ground facilities loaded with all kinds
of equipment that did measurements,
and that was in the great State of Ne-
vada. Now, those are shrunk because
we have adopted a policy, sometimes
called the Hatfield amendment, by a
vote in the Senate, signed by the Presi-
dent, which says we don’t do any un-
derground testing.

The question is, If we are not going
to do any testing, how do we make sure
the weapons are reliable, safe, effi-
cient, and effective? So there is a new
concept and these three laboratories,
in conjunction with the Nevada under-
ground test site, which does some less-
er experiments—not the nuclear
blasts—are engaged in trying to prove
that our weapons are safe and sound. If
parts need to be replaced over time, we
are able to know which ones, how, why,
and that is called science-based stock-
pile stewardship—science-based stock-
pile stewardship—instead of science-
based underground testing.

So we have to develop new kinds of
activities at these laboratories, and it
is about a 5-year venture. This is the
sixth year of funding. Maybe this year,
we will have put it into the lexicon of
programs that America has on the nu-
clear weapons side, where maybe it will
be permanent and accepted.

As we discuss the international trea-
ty prohibiting underground testing,
there will be a lot of discussion about
whether this approach is adequate over
time to let us sign a treaty that we
will never do underground testing
again. That will be a separate debate,
but it will turn, to some extent, on the
credibility and reliability of this
science-based stockpile stewardship. So
I am very pleased we were able to fund
that at a very healthy level, and I am
pleased that we have been able to get
this bill to this point. The House and
Senate passed versions of their respec-
tive bills and had very different prior-
ities. I am not critical, but for some
time I worried whether we simply
would be able to reach an agreement
because we were so far apart in terms
of the amount of funding for this bill
and the amount of money for the nu-
clear weapons side.

However, a very distinguished Cali-
fornia legislator who has been in the
House a long time is Chairman PACK-
ARD. He chairs the subcommittee in the
House. We met 2 weeks ago and dedi-
cated ourselves to a chairmen’s rec-
ommendation on all items. I will tell
you that I have the greatest respect for
Chairman PACKARD. He is new at this
job, but he is not new at being a legis-
lator. Together, we have overcome dif-
ferences that, had they occurred be-
tween two other chairmen, might have
been irreconcilable.

I must acknowledge openly that this
subcommittee has a wonderful minor-
ity leader in the name of the minority
whip for the Democratic Party, Sen-
ator REID. Senator HARRY REID under-
stands these issues. He is growing, and
if he is not already, he will be a na-
tional spokesman when we get off
track, and don’t worry about maintain-
ing this nuclear stockpile until we
have a different world or until we have
a different policy about what we are
going to do with our nuclear weapons
and how many we are going to have, et
cetera.

So in the conference report before
you, we have recognized that the Sen-
ate is as interested in water projects as
is the House, and the conference has
provided water projects. We all know
what those are. They are in every
State. They are flood protection
projects, Corps of Engineers projects,
dams and the like; they are the dredg-
ing of the harbors of America to keep
them sound and in an appropriate
maintenance of depth and the like. We
have moved in their direction by in-
creasing the water projects in our bill
$415 million over the level proposed in
the Senate.

However, as we have done this, we
have been very strict about not includ-
ing newly authorized projects included
in the Water Resources Development
Act of 1999 or any that might be
brought to our attention. Even those
that were authorized in that act are so
numerous and so expensive that, if we
started to give one Senator one piece of
that, either Democrat or Republican,
or similarly in the House, there would
be no end to how many projects we
would have to fund.

So we stuck to our guns in that re-
gard and we did not put any of those
projects, and we did not put in any un-
authorized projects, which I think
many people urged us to do over time,
and we are pleased to make that an-
nouncement. As I indicated, if we tried
to add those, we would be overwhelmed
and we probably would not be here
today.

As we have increased water projects,
we decreased funding for some of the
accounts the Senate proposed. The
weapons activities of the environ-
mental management, science, and en-
ergy research accounts have borne a
portion of the reduction. I am here to
say that we have done quite well, and I
believe those programs can continue at
a pretty good level, in particular, those
centering on science-based stockpile
stewardship.

Finally, we had to deal with a num-
ber of very onerous, general provisions
in the House bill, and I believe those
issues have been resolved to our satis-
faction. I don’t believe, on many of
them, there is any concern at this
point about the way we wrapped them
up, be it on power marketing or on the
nuclear weapons or the laboratories. I
need to address Secretary Richardson’s
views.

First of all, I am very pleased the
President of the United States has in-

dicated that he will sign the Defense
authorization bill. That is the bill that
authorizes the entire funding for the
military of the United States, which
also bears an amendment that will es-
tablish within the Department of En-
ergy a new entity, a semiautonomous
agency that will be in charge of all the
nuclear weapons activity—the most
significant reform in perhaps 28 to 30
years in a department that has grown
like Topsy and is filled with programs
that don’t necessarily relate one to an-
other. We will carve out of it a man-
agement scheme that will be far more
accountable, reliable, and trustworthy
than we had before.

Now, obviously, those specifics in
that new scheme are not funded pre-
cisely, but they are funded in the gen-
eral sense, and we hope Secretary Rich-
ardson and the President will begin
quickly to implement that new man-
agement scheme so we can show the
American people that there is a better
way to do it. None of this casts any as-
persions on Secretary Richardson. He
inherited this department, which has
no accountability to speak of, with ref-
erence to secret activities. It is very
hard to find who is responsible if some-
thing goes wrong. In many other re-
spects, it is very dysfunctional in
terms of the way it manages things. We
have attempted to pursue with vigor
some new management projects in
terms of major projects.

Secretary Richardson in his press re-
lease of last night said we did not do
well enough, we deny that $35 million
in cybersecurity upgrades. I want to
address the situation in two regards.
First, in response to the problems at
the Department, whether cybersecurity
or other problems, Secretary Richard-
son has taken an oversight approach.
That means more independent, internal
watchdogs, security czar, a counter-
intelligence czar.

As many as my colleagues know,
more layering at more levels of man-
agement, while well intentioned, can
have the opposite effect. Making
watchdog groups responsible for safety,
health, or security removes that from
the day-to-day responsibilities of the
Department employees.

I want to address cybersecurity in
another manner with reference to the
specific item the Secretary raised
about not funding $35 million in new
money. Let me say what we have fund-
ed in that regard: Nuclear safety
guards and security, $69.1 million, $10
million over the request to protect
against physical and cyberintrusions;
security investigations, $35 million, $3
million over the request; independent
oversight, $5 million to support the
new office reporting directly to the
Secretary.

We believe when those are added up,
that is about all a Department can as-
similate unless one assumes there is a
renewed vigor in security by overlap-
ping of these new pieces of the Depart-
ment that the Secretary has an-
nounced. We believe when they begin
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to reorganize this, they will find this is
plenty of money to do the security
work under the new streamlined agen-
cy. We never intended to do anything
but fund adequately the notions ex-
pressed in the Secretary’s letter.

He mentioned a project in the State
of Tennessee, the Spallation Neutron
Source, a new project of high excite-
ment in the science community. It has
had difficulty meeting its goals of
meeting scheduled attainment of con-
struction, and it may very well be a
case of overruns where it will spend
more than expected. Nonetheless, it is
important we proceed. The House only
funded it for $50 million. We funded it
for $150 million. I regret to say I could
only split the difference—$100 million
plus $17 million to operate. Obviously,
the Secretary would like $130 or $140
million. I couldn’t do it. I hope the
project can continue in this scaled-
down number. I remain committed. I
believe the subcommittee remains
committed to it. I think everybody
ought to know we will eventually take
care of it. It will not be delayed very
long based upon underfunding this
year.

With reference to other matters in
this bill, I have worked with the De-
partment on various issues the admin-
istration is considering with reference
to a possible supplemental request. I
suggest it is impossible to fund the De-
partment of Energy request regarding
their computers in the weapons com-
plex. They indicate it would cost ap-
proximately $450 million next year.
That is $150 million per laboratory and
$150 million for the production com-
plex. There is no way we could fund
that kind of money in these appropria-
tions. We leave it to the administra-
tion. If they seek this in a supple-
mental next year, we will look at it
carefully. We stand ready eventually to
fund that. It is not possible in a budget
of this size to fund this year $450 mil-
lion for cybersecurity. It is not pos-
sible.

DOE has also reviewed its fiscal secu-
rity. I am hearing reports of substan-
tial costs that may need to be incurred
in the coming year to improve fiscal
security. However, in our conference
with the House, it was made clear we
have never before been told
cybersecurity or fiscal security prob-
lems were the result of lack of funding.
The problem may very well be more
than that and may be a combination of
things. We stand ready and willing to
help.

Senators KYL and MURKOWSKI have
proposed, along with this Senator, re-
form in the Department which I out-
lined early in my remarks. When that
reform is made and we begin to imple-
ment the so-called National Security
Administration, I will be open to re-
viewing all costs necessary to ensure
our nuclear weapons complex is safe. I
am not going to try to resolve this
problem solely by putting huge
amounts of new money in before we
have the new agency beginning to

streamline itself pursuant to the new
bill which will soon be signed by the
President when he puts his signature
on the defense authorization.

Regarding wetlands provisions con-
tained in the House version, I will sum-
marize the conference agreement
which I think is acceptable to the ad-
ministration. It is a very difficult
issue, and it is very dear to many
House Members. The legislation con-
tains $5 million for the Corps to fully
implement an administrative appeals
process for their regulatory reform.
This is the so-called 404 permitting of
the Corps: The process shall provide for
a single level of appeal for jurisdic-
tional determination.

The conferees dropped the language
proposed by the House which would
have made the determinations the final
agency action under the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, thus permitting
early appeal to the Federal court sys-
tem.

The conference agreement also in-
cludes language proposed by the House
requiring the Corps to prepare a report
regarding the impacts of proposed re-
placement permits for the nationwide
permit of 25 on the regulatory branch
workload and compliance costs.

The conference dropped language
that would require the report be sub-
mitted to Congress by December 30,
1999, and dropped language that would
hold matters in abeyance until the re-
port was forthcoming. This part of the
bill was worked out carefully with rep-
resentatives of the executive branch,
and I believe it is acceptable to them.

I had one other issue I wanted to
state here for the RECORD because my
colleagues from the State of Arkansas,
Senators HUTCHINSON and LINCOLN,
wanted to have explained a project
called Grande Prairie in the State of
Arkansas which is not funded in this
bill.

The Grande Prairie project in Arkan-
sas, which has an overall long-term
Federal cost of perhaps as much as $245
million, will provide ground water pro-
tection for agricultural water supply
and environmental restoration in rural
areas of Arkansas. Funding at $8 mil-
lion was provided in 1999 to initiate
construction. Since the appropriation,
the Corps of Engineers has used only
$3.8 million, with $5 million being re-
programmed from the project for use in
other activities. This leaves about $1.2
million for use in the year 2000.

The Corps has been having problems
with local sponsors finalizing their
cost-sharing agreement which is re-
viewed before construction can begin.
Some local interests believe it is
cheaper for them to find other options
rather than to come up with their cost
share. For the project to proceed, the
cost share agreements must be entered
into. The attitude of some is, this is
complicating efforts to execute a local
cost-sharing agreement.

We have clearly indicated that the
Corps of Engineers has not been able to
use the $8 million appropriated and it

is unlikely significant funds can be
used in 2000. The conference agreement
leaves an estimated $1.2 million as car-
ryover funding, and the managers’
statement states that the conferees’
expectation is that if issues sur-
rounding the project are resolved, con-
ferees expect the Corps to reprogram
funding back to the project for con-
struction.

I hope that is satisfactory. I have in-
dicated the same in a letter to Senator
HUTCHINSON, who inquired about this.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that letter be printed in the
RECORD.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, September 28, 1999.

Senator TIM HUTCHINSON,
Washington, DC.

DEAR TIM: I want to assure you of my per-
sonal commitment to the success of the
Grand Prairie project in Arkansas.

This year’s Energy and Water Development
Act was especially hard to craft. In short, we
simply did not have sufficient resources to
fund all deserving water projects at the opti-
mum level. In the case of Grand Prairie, it is
my understanding that additional funds will
not be needed in the coming year because of
the availability of funds appropriated last
year that have not been spent due to prob-
lems negotiating a project cost-sharing
agreement.

I’ve attached the language from the con-
ference report that clearly indicates the con-
ferees’ action was taken without prejudice. If
additional funds are needed in the coming
year, the Corps has authority to reprogram
funds into the project.

Sincerely,
PETE V. DOMENICI,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, with
that, I am ready to answer any ques-
tions. I think it is a good bill. We are
within the budget. There is no signifi-
cant increase over last year, for those
who were wondering, in the total cost.
So I think we have a bill that ought to
get very strong support.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am very
fortunate to be the ranking member on
this subcommittee because I always
have a hole card and that hole card is
the chairman of the subcommittee. I
say that because not only does he serve
on this very important subcommittee
as chairman, he is also chairman of the
Budget Committee, which helps when
we run into money problems—No. 1, for
understanding the budget issues in
their entirety, since he has been in the
process over the many years of setting
the budget, the process that we have
here, but the chairman of the Budget
Committee also is able to work with
the Office of Management and Budget,
able to work with the Congressional
Budget Office, and other people who
make this bill one that has been able
to move through the process. It is a
very difficult process.

So I say to my friend, the chairman
of the subcommittee, the chairman of
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the full Budget Committee, I appre-
ciate very much his including me in
matters when I would not have to have
been included. The chairman of the
subcommittee, the manager of this
bill, and this Member, can be about as
partisan as anybody can be or needs to
be. We do what we need to do to pro-
tect our two parties. But when it
comes to matters where you have to
set aside your partisan differences and
move forward for the good of the coun-
try, I think we have set a pretty good
example. We have been able to work
through a very difficult process. This is
an important bill—$22 billion. I under-
stand the awesome responsibility I
have to satisfy the needs of my State,
the needs of the respective Democratic
Senators who come to me for assist-
ance, and Republican Senators who
come to me for assistance; and I under-
stand the importance of this bill to the
country. This is a very important bill.
I repeat, I express my appreciation to
the chairman of this subcommittee for
working with the minority in coming
up with this bill.

This is a tough bill because there are
so many very good projects, good meas-
ures we were unable to take care of;
there simply was not enough money. It
is hard to go to a Member and say: We
couldn’t do this.

Why?
We had a formula set up and you

didn’t fall within the formula.
Why couldn’t you do this for me?
If we did it for him, we would have to

keep doing it for some other people. We
set up some standards, we kept to
those standards as best we could, and
we came up with what we think is a
very good bill.

This bill deals with many important
matters. I believe, as does Senator
Simon, who served in this body and has
since leaving here written a book on
water, that future wars are not going
to be fought over territory. They are
going to be fought over water. In this
country of ours, we have a lot of water
problems developing. This sub-
committee has a tremendous responsi-
bility to handle those water problems.

We do not have much in this bill
dealing with the water problems of the
southern part of the United States, but
we are going to get them. As a result of
Hurricane Floyd, North Carolina has
been devastated. North Carolina has
water problems they never dreamed of
having. There is talk that their dif-
ferent aquifers are being polluted as a
result of the tremendous discharge of
human and animal waste as a result of
this hurricane. We are going to get
some of those problems in this bill next
year.

I could go through this bill, and it is
printed in the RECORD, and go to any
place you wanted in this bill and pick
projects that we have funded that are
extremely important: Llagas Creek,
CA; San Joaquin, CA; Caliente Creek,
CA; Buffalo—Small Boat Harbor—NY;
city of Buffalo, and on and on.

I just recounted a couple of these in
alphabetical order. But there are many

projects we could talk about and we
could spend our full time, our allocated
hour, talking about one of these
projects, how good it is for the region,
how good it is for the country. We are
not going to do that. But I repeat, we
could also take considerable time talk-
ing about projects that were not funded
that are also good for this country and
good for the region that we simply did
not have the dollars to fund.

The Corps of Engineers was founded
by our Founding Fathers. It is an old
institution within the military that is
so essential to this country. In the
State of Nevada, we have survived, cer-
tainly the growth in Las Vegas Valley
has been able to go forward, as a result
of the work of the Corps of Engineers
handling floods.

We only get 4 inches of rain a year in
Las Vegas. I hear on the radio and
when I watch television I see in East-
ern States you get 10, 12 inches a day in
some places. One of these storms comes
through dumping all kinds of water,
but we do not get that in Nevada. But
because of the Corps of Engineers han-
dling flood control in Las Vegas—we
may not get a lot of rain but we do not
have places for it to drain. That is the
way the desert is. So the Corps of Engi-
neers has worked with us and we have
been able to divert a lot of floodwater.
We have detention basins. We have
huge diversion tunnels. The Corps of
Engineers has worked very hard to
make Las Vegas safe.

I can remember, going back to the
late 1960’s, when we had a flood come
through that washed hundreds of cars
away at Caesar’s Palace—it washed
cars away. Anyway, we are doing much
better.

The Corps of Engineers does a good
job. They could do much better if we
would fund them with more money. It
is difficult to do all they are required
to do.

The Bureau of Reclamation—I talked
about water—this little, tiny agency
does so much. It does so much for the
arid West. The first Bureau of Rec-
lamation project in the history of the
country took place in Nevada. It was
called the New Lands Project, started
in 1902. There is good and bad coming
from that New Lands Project. That is
the way these projects have been, all
the way, all over the western part of
the United States. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation was doing a good job, and
they still are, but with limited re-
sources. We would like to give them
more money but we don’t have it. We
would like to keep the budget con-
straints that we have and we should
have.

The defense part of this bill is ex-
tremely important. The safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear arsenal is all
within this bill—the safety and reli-
ability. We have huge nuclear weapons.
They are stored around the country.
You cannot just leave them there and
hope everything is going to be OK. You
have to test them for safety and reli-
ability. We cannot do the testing the

way we used to do it. We cannot do it
in the underground tunnels and shafts
all over the Nevada Test Site. Over
1,000 tests have been conducted in the
Nevada Test Site. Now we have to do it
in a more scientific manner.

This bill does more for science than
any bill we have. Computers, we hear
all that is going on in the private sec-
tor with computers, and I pat them on
the back. I am glad we are moving for-
ward the way we are. But this bill is
accelerating the development of com-
puters. Very powerful computers now
exist, but they are going to pale in sig-
nificance compared to the computers
we will build as a result of the com-
puter research we are funding in this
bill. Why are we doing it? Because we
want to be able to maintain a safe and
reliable nuclear stockpile, and we are
going to do that.

We are so scientifically correct now
that we do not do testing the way we
used to do it. To make sure our weap-
ons are safe and reliable, we will start
a nuclear reaction and we stop it before
it becomes critical. But through the
work we can do with computers, we can
tell what would have happened had the
test gone critical. That is how sophisti-
cated we have become. We have to be-
come more sophisticated. Our sci-
entists tell us they need more comput-
erization, and we are working on that
in this bill.

This bill is important. The chairman
of the committee, the manager of this
bill, has talked about the wetlands
rider. We worked very hard on that. We
worked very hard on that to come up
with something that is acceptable, and
we have the assurance of the adminis-
tration that they will sign this bill. I
say to the chairman of the committee,
we spent a lot of time Friday making
sure the administration—Jack Lew was
there and they indicated they would
sign this bill. Is that not correct?

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.
Mr. REID. I think that is important.

Everyone should know this bill meets
the very stringent standards, as far as
the wetlands rider and some other
funding matters the administration
set.

I also say to my friend, the manager
of this bill, there was some question
about the new structure that has been
set up within the Department of En-
ergy and whether they needed more
money to comply with the strictures
that we have set under the new legisla-
tion. I think everyone agreed, this con-
ference, if it takes more money, then
they can come back. We will have a
supplemental down the road early next
Congress. They can come back to us
and make a case that, because of the
new legislation, they have been re-
quired to do new things that they were
unable to pay for out of the budget
that they have, and we will look to
that with favor. I think that is a fair
way to go.

The path to this year’s bill was
rocky. It certainly was through no
fault of the chairman. We spent a lot of
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time trying to understand what the
House wanted. We were able to work
that out.

I also say to my friend from New
Mexico, I came to Congress with the
chairman of the House subcommittee
in 1982. He is a very fine man. He is a
good subcommittee Chair. He is going
to be even better. I can see the progress
since we did our supplemental to this
bill. He is a fine man and is trying to
do the right thing. That is Congress-
man RON PACKARD from the San Diego
area.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. REID. I will be happy to yield.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say

to the Senator, I have to leave the
floor for a few minutes. He is probably
going to be finished soon. There is no-
body else seeking time.

Mr. REID. I ask the chairman to join
with me in asking that as soon as I fin-
ish my remarks, all time be yielded
back and the two leaders set a time to
vote this afternoon.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has that time been
agreed on?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has.
Mr. DOMENICI. What is that time?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. 2:15 p.m.
Mr. REID. That is fine. All time will

be yielded back when I finish my re-
marks, and we will vote at 2:15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield back all re-
maining time I have.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as I indi-
cated, this was a rocky road. I am sur-
prised we are where we are. Ten days
ago I did not think this was possible.
The House and Senate were apart by $1
billion. We have worked that out. We
have gotten more money in the bill. In
fact, we have about $1 billion which has
made this possible.

The final conference report is very
balanced among the needs of water
projects. I indicated how important
they are for the corps and the Bureau
of Reclamation, as well as the very im-
portant science and national security
responsibilities of the Department of
Energy. These responsibilities, the
water projects and the Department of
Energy, could stand alone, but they do
not stand alone. We have to balance
them.

I have spoken a lot about the impor-
tance of this bill. I did that earlier. I do
believe it is important. Year after year,
I am amazed at what this bill does to
meet the needs of this very complex
country in which we live, with the nat-
ural resources that are different from
one coast to the next.

Earlier this year, Congress passed the
Water Resources Development Act of
1999. We call it WRDA. We have not
been able to fund a single project that
we authorized in that. That is unfortu-
nate, but that is one of the rules we
set. The bill passed after this bill start-
ed, and if we are going to have some
limitations, this is a good place to
start. Next year, we are going to re-

ceive a number of requests from this
bill, as well we should. We need to look
for a way to fund them.

On the energy side, this bill is a solid
compromise. It has sizable gaps both
technologically and fundingwise, but
we are going to make progress. We
have battles on the Senate floor every
year this bill is before us with solar
and renewable energy. We have to do
better than we have. We were funded
well below last year’s request. We have
made progress, and I think we can con-
tinue to make progress.

The conference compromise was the
best we could do, given the available
funds. It was not enough, but it was the
best we could do.

This is a good bill. It is a bill that
will next year, I hope, be even better.
It is balanced. There are good things in
it. We have hurricane protection for
Virginia, funds for the Everglades in
Florida, Chicago shoreline funding
which will help keep the Great Lakes
out of downtown Chicago, healthy
funding for our National Labs, and doz-
ens of other examples throughout this
conference report that do help this
country. My frustration is merely that
there is so much more to be done that
we cannot do.

Each year this bill is the product of
hundreds and hundreds of hours of staff
work on both sides of the aisle and in
both Chambers. The staff worked very
well together and produced the best
possible result for the American peo-
ple. That is what it is all about.

As I indicated, there comes a time—
and we should do it much more often—
when we must set aside our partisan
differences and move forward with
positive results. This bill is good for
the country. We could have chosen to
be partisan and neither of us budge and
wind up with nothing, and that is what
the American people would have got-
ten—nothing. We think setting aside
our partisan differences has been a
positive accomplishment.

The staff set the example. They
worked to produce the best possible re-
sult for the American people, and I am
very grateful to all our staff. I thank
some of the key members of the Senate
staff who made this bill possible: Greg-
ory Daines, my energy and water clerk;
Sue Fry, an Army Corps of Engineers
detailee to the Appropriations Com-
mittee; Bob Perret, a fellow on my per-
sonal staff; Liz Blevins, an Appropria-
tions Committee staff member; and An-
drew Willison, who is on my personal
staff who has worked very hard on this
bill; and Alex Flint, David Gwaltney,
and Lashawnda Leftwich of the major-
ity staff who have been very helpful to
us on this bill.

As always, as I have indicated, it is a
pleasure to work with my counterpart,
the chairman of this subcommittee,
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. I hope we are able to work on
this bill for many years to come.

I yield back my time.
DOE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT FUNDS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to engage my colleague, the dis-

tinguished chairman of the Energy and
Water Appropriations Subcommittee,
in a colloquy to discuss the importance
of research as it relates to Environ-
mental Management (EM) in the De-
partment of Energy.

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be glad to
engage in such a colloquy with my col-
league, the Senator from Idaho and a
member of the Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

Mr. CRAIG. It is very important
there be research conducted at the
Idaho National Engineering and Envi-
ronmental Laboratory (INEEL) that
supports the EM mission of the Lab. I
would point out that the INEEL has
been designated as the lead Environ-
mental Lab in the DOE Lab complex. If
INEEL is to lead, there must be funds
available to exert such leadership.

Mr. DOMENICI. I agree with my col-
league on the importance that such
funding be available.

Mr. CRAIG. With that need in mind,
I ask my colleague if he would be sup-
portive of increased funding in the EM–
50 account to assure that such research
can be conducted?

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to my col-
league from Idaho that I would support
such funding in the EM–50 account and
encourage the DOE to make such fund-
ing available.

Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Senator.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I rise to

support the energy and water develop-
ment appropriations conference report.
Within this bill is funding for a critical
effort that is essential to the long-term
future for citizens of the Northwest:
the cleanup and restoration of the Han-
ford site in the State of Washington.

The citizens near the Hanford area
played a major role in the Nation’s suc-
cessful effort to win the cold war. Now
it is the responsibility of our Federal
Government to conduct environmental
remediation so that the site will not
threaten the health of future genera-
tions. This bill appears to fully fund
the cleanup effort based on the prior-
ities presented in the administration’s
February budget request.

One unresolved Hanford-related con-
cern pertains to the Fast Flux Text Fa-
cility (FFTF). This is one of the
world’s premier research reactors, and
last month the Secretary of Energy
made the right decision to proceed
with an Environment Impact State-
ment (EIS) on future missions for this
facility. The FFTF holds the potential
to create a sufficient and dependable
source of medical isotopes used to cure
cancer; it can also meet the needs of a
variety of other missions, including the
production of needed material for deep
space missions.

In the administration’s budget re-
quest, an inadequate amount of fund-
ing was requested for the FFTF. Subse-
quently the Secretary’s decision to
proceed with an EIS will require addi-
tional funds to complete this necessary
analysis. I call on the Secretary to ad-
dress this situation immediately so
that the necessary reprogramming of
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funds can be approved expeditiously,
something he has not yet done.

This conference report also wisely de-
letes or fixes several provisions that
were attacks on the Power Marketing
Agencies generally and the Bonneville
Power Administration (BPA) specifi-
cally. Report language asks BPA to re-
port on fish and wildlife costs that will
be incorporated within the upcoming
BPA rate case. The timing of this re-
quest is awkward as it calls for a re-
port prior to the end of the rate case; I
request that BPA only make this re-
port if it has no negative consequences
on the rate case process.

Another area of concern pertains to
the solar and renewable energy portion
of this report. Due to budget restric-
tions, the amount of funding available
for this program is less than ideal. Not
only has this area of energy develop-
ment seen recent dramatic break-
throughs in cost-effectiveness, it holds
great promise for developing nations
and emerging economies. My State of
Washington is home to many of the Na-
tion’s leading solar and renewable en-
ergy companies and projects. I hope we
will be able to give greater emphasis to
this program next year.

On this subject, the conference report
also references a specific appropriation
to develop a materials center per-
taining to photovoltaic energy sys-
tems. I hope the Department of Energy
is aware that Washington State Uni-
versity has been leading an effort—
along with 14 other top-tier univer-
sities and the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory—specific to this area
of research. DOE should proceed with
these efforts in a competitive process,
allowing the WSU-led consortium to
remain under serious consideration for
leading this area of research.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am
forced to vote against the Energy and
Water conference report. Not to do so
would be to break a commitment to
small businesses across America, to
hurt farmers and ranchers and rural
communities, and to threaten the en-
ergy security of the United States.

The people across the United States
demand increased funding for renew-
able energy. Poll after poll shows that
our citizens believe we should spend
more on renewable energy.

A majority of the United States Sen-
ate—54 Senators—believe we should in-
crease funding for renewable energy.

This bill defies the will of the Amer-
ican people and a majority of U.S. Sen-
ators. It does not provide more money
for renewable energy. It provides less
money. It provides 130 million dollars
less than the administration’s request.
It cuts funding for renewable energy by
30%.

Mr. President, by decreasing funding
for renewable energy, we jeopardize the
security of our Nation, we hurt small
businesses, ranchers, farmers, and
rural communities, we hurt our ability
to compete internationally, and we
hurt the environment.

Mr. President, our Nation needs to
increase domestic energy production—

not cut funding for developing an un-
limited source of energy made in
America. Our Nation needs a lower bal-
ance of payments—not an increased
trade deficit. We need to help farmers,
ranchers, and rural communities de-
velop affordable, reliable, locally pro-
duced energy—not cut it off. We need
to stand up for U.S. companies selling
U.S. manufactured energy technologies
in overseas markets—not leave them
dangling in the wind while the Japa-
nese and Europeans grossly outspend
us. We need to spur job markets in
every state in the Nation—not send our
good jobs overseas.

Apparently there are still some who
fail to realize that clean, domestic en-
ergy production is important. Perhaps
they have not noticed that the U.S. has
a trade deficit larger than any other
nation, ever. Or maybe they have for-
gotten that imported foreign oil is the
number one contributor to our trade
deficit. Or maybe they just do not real-
ize what the rest of the nation has long
ago realized—that clean, made in
America renewable energy can give us
the energy security, jobs, and healthy
environment that our people demand.

I am deeply disappointed in the se-
vere cuts to renewable energy in this
bill. I vow to fight even harder next
year to give renewable energy the fund-
ing it deserves.

BURBANK HOSPITAL REGIONAL CANCER CENTER

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the chairman’s willingness to en-
gage in a colloquy regarding the FY00
Energy and Water conference report.
The conference report, which passed
the House last night and is being con-
sidered in the Senate Chamber this
morning, includes $1 million in Depart-
ment of Energy’s Biological and Envi-
ronmental Research (BER) account for
cancer research at the Burbank Hos-
pital Regional Cancer Center. It is im-
portant that the word ‘‘research’’ be
addressed in the RECORD, since the
original request by my Massachusetts
colleague in the House, Representative
JOHN OLVER, asks that funds be made
available for the Burbank Hospital Re-
gional Cancer Center in Fitchburg, MA.

Since this is a small hospital serving
a rural area, I and my colleague in the
House want to stress the importance of
the $1 million’s being dedicated to the
hospital for the underserved popu-
lation, rather than for research pur-
poses. If the chairman could clarify to
the Department that the $1 million
should be made available to the Bur-
bank Hospital in Fitchburg, MA, with-
out its being contingent on ‘‘research,’’
it would be greatly appreciated. I
thank the gentleman very much for his
time and effort.

Mr. DOMENICI. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s interest and wish to clarify to
the Department of Energy that the $1
million should be made available to the
Burbank Hospital in Fitchburg, MA,
for the under-served population.

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF H.R. 2605, THE ENERGY
AND WATER DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS
BILL, FISCAL YEAR 2000

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sub-
mit for the RECORD the official Budget
Committee scoring of the pending
bill—H.R. 2605, the energy and water
development appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 2000.

The conference agreement provides
$21.3 billion in new budget authority
(BA) and $13.3 billion in new outlays to
support the programs of the Depart-
ment of Energy, the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and related Federal agencies.
The bill provides the bulk of funding
for the Department of Energy, includ-
ing Atomic Energy Defense Activities
and civilian energy research and devel-
opment (R&D) other than fossil energy
R&D and energy conservation pro-
grams.

When outlays from prior-year budget
authority and other completed actions
are taken into account, the conference
report totals $21.3 billion in BA and
$20.8 billion in outlays for FY 2000. The
conference report is at the subcommit-
tee’s 302(b) allocation for BA, and $29
million below the 302(b) allocation for
outlays.

The conference report is $0.1 billion
in BA and $0.5 billion in outlays above
the 1999 level. The conference report is
$0.3 billion in both BA and outlays
below the President’s budget request
for FY 2000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget
Committee scoring of the FY 2000 En-
ergy and Water Development Appro-
priations bill conference report be
printed in the RECORD following my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 2605, ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS, 2000,
SPENDING COMPARISONS—CONFERENCE REPORT

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars]

General
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total

Conference Report:
Budget authority ............................ 21,280 .......... ............ 21,280
Outlays ........................................... 20,839 .......... ............ 20,839

Senate 302(b) allocation:
Budget authority ............................ 21,280 .......... ............ 21,800
Outlays ........................................... 20,868 .......... ............ 20,868

1999 level:
Budget authority ............................ 21,177 .......... ............ 21,177
Outlays ........................................... 20,366 .......... ............ 20,366

President’s request:
Budget authority ............................ 21,557 .......... ............ 21,557
Outlays ........................................... 21,172 .......... ............ 21,172

House-passed bill:
Budget authority ............................ 20,190 .......... ............ 20,190
Outlays ........................................... 19,674 .......... ............ 19,674

Senate-passed bill:
Budget authority ............................ 21,277 .......... ............ 21,277
Outlays ........................................... 20,868 .......... ............ 20,868

CONFERENCE REPORT COMPARED TO:
Senate 302(b) allocation:

Budget authority ............................ .............. .......... ............ ..............
Outlays ........................................... ¥29 .......... ............ ¥29

1999 level:
Budget authority ............................ 103 .......... ............ 103
Outlays ........................................... 473 .......... ............ 473

President’s request:
Budget authority ............................ ¥277 .......... ............ ¥277
Outlays ........................................... ¥333 .......... ............ ¥333

House-passed bill:
Budget authority ............................ 1,090 .......... ............ 1,090
Outlays ........................................... 1,165 .......... ............ 1,165

Senate-passed bill:
Budget authority ............................ 3 .......... ............ 3
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H.R. 2605, ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS, 2000,

SPENDING COMPARISONS—CONFERENCE REPORT—
Continued

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars]

General
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total

Outlays ........................................... ¥29 .......... ............ ¥29

Note.—Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for
consistency with scorekeeping conventions.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I want
to express my personal appreciation to
all the conferees who participated in
the fiscal year 2000 energy and water
development appropriations conference
for including funding and language for
Louisiana projects.

Flood control, hurricane protection
and navigation are all vital to the safe-
ty and well-being of our citizens. These
water-related infrastructure projects
are of major economic importance to
the state. A number of them are of
major importance to the nation.

Of the Louisiana projects in the fis-
cal year 2000 report and the Statement
of Managers, there are two Louisiana
projects which I would like to discuss
further at this time: the Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal Lock Project and the
Bayou Darrow Floodgate, Aloha-
Rigolette Flood Control, Red River
Project.

I appreciate all that the conferees
have done for these projects. I am tak-
ing this opportunity to express my
views to the Senate on some key issues
affecting them. Resolution of these
issues is critical to the two projects
being built in a timely manner to pro-
vide the protection and service for
which they have been authorized.

With regard to the Inner Harbor
Navigation Canal Lock, I am most ap-
preciative of the funding which the
conferees have included for it and its
mitigation. On the related key project
issue, it is of the highest importance
that the Corps of Engineers use the full
replacement cost to value the real es-
tate and facilities which it acquires
from the Port of New Orleans as part of
the project.

The Port of New Orleans had ex-
pected the Corps to use full replace-
ment value when it acquires the Port’s
properties. I am told that full replace-
ment cost is the value which the Corps
is using to acquire other similarly-situ-
ated property and facilities for the
lock project.

Senator LANDRIEU and I contacted
the conferees about this full replace-
ment cost issue.

As I understand and which I appre-
ciate very much, the conferees noted
that there are significant differences in
the estimates used by the Corps and
the Port to value the Port’s properties
to be acquired. As I also understand,
conferees expect the Corps to work in
good faith to arrive at an equitable so-
lution to this issue in accordance with
current law, which I also appreciate
very much.

If, indeed, the Corps is using, in ac-
cordance with current law, full replace-
ment cost for other similarly-situated

properties which it will acquire for the
lock project, then it is only equitable
and fair that, in accordance with cur-
rent law, it use full replacement cost
to acquire the Port’s properties for the
project.

With regard to the Bayou Darrow
Floodgate, Aloha-Rigolette Flood Con-
trol, Red River Project, I am most ap-
preciative that the conferees have pro-
vided FY 2000 funding for the project. I
also appreciate their consideration of
the request by Senator LANDRIEU and I
which was not able to be included as
part of the conference agreement, that
is, to authorize full federal responsi-
bility for project costs which are in ex-
cess of those anticipated in the 1994
Project Cooperation Agreement.

The excess costs have arisen due to
extenuating circumstances which in-
cluded, as I understand, project-related
contract negotiations, but about which
the Town of Colfax, the non-federal
sponsor, says it was not consulted. The
Town, which is a very small rural com-
munity, says it is unable to pay the
share of the excess costs assigned to it
by the Corps.

I am most concerned about this situ-
ation. I hope that the Corps of Engi-
neers will work very closely with the
Town of Colfax to resolve the excess
cost issue soon and that this much-
needed flood control project will be
able to be completed in a timely man-
ner.

This concludes my statement, Mr.
President.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise
today to commend Chairman DOMENICI,
Senator REID, and the other Conferees
for addressing vitally important issues
for Louisiana in this bill. As you know,
Mr. President, the annual Energy and
Water Appropriations Bill provides
funding to the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers to protect our citizens from
flooding and to facilitate the flow of
maritime commerce through our many
waterways. Both of these endeavors are
very important to Louisiana and our
nation.

The FY 2000 Energy and Water Ap-
propriations Conference Report (H.
Rept. 106–336) addresses the Inner Har-
bor Navigational Canal (IHNC) Lock
Replacement Project in New Orleans
which is very important to maritime
commerce. I thank the Conferees for
providing $15.9 million for this project.
I also thank the Conferees for includ-
ing report language that would expe-
dite the community mitigation plan
and ensure that the Corps work in good
faith to arrive at an equitable solution
in determining the value of property to
be transferred by the Port of New Orle-
ans to the Corps to complete the
project. Notably, I understand that the
Corps is also acquiring nearby property
from another landowner for this
project and that the Corps is employ-
ing a replacement cost methodology to
determine the value of this nearby
property. Therefore, I believe that an
equitable solution to determining the
value of the Port’s property requires a

valuation in the same manner as that
employed for the nearby property.

Additionally, the Conference Report
addresses the Aloha-Rigolette Project.
I thank the Conferees for providing
$581,000 for this project. Although not
included, I also thank the Conferees for
considering my request for bill and re-
port language that would authorize full
federal responsibility for project costs
in excess of what was anticipated in
the Project Cooperation Agreement
issued in 1994 in connection with the
Bayou Darrow Floodgate portion of the
project. I sought this language at the
request of the local project sponsor,
the Town of Colfax. Mayor Connie
Youngblood of Colfax informed me that
the Corps negotiated a no-cost termi-
nation with the project contractor
without consulting the Town and is
now expecting the Town to cost-share
the additional costs that have resulted.
Because the Town of Colfax is a very
small rural community and unable to
pay the unanticipated additional costs
which it did not consent to, I remain
very concerned about this matter. Ac-
cordingly, I ask the Corps to work with
the Town of Colfax to resolve this mat-
ter so that the project can be com-
pleted in a timely manner.

In closing, I again thank the Con-
ferees for their work on the FY 2000 En-
ergy and Water Appropriations Bill and
the attached Conference Report.
∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate my respective colleagues on
both sides of the aisle for successfully
completing work on this important
spending bill. I regret that I was not
able to be here to vote on the final En-
ergy and Water conference report for
fiscal year 2000.

The conferees deserve credit for their
notable efforts in forging this con-
ference agreement and continuing
funding for the Department of Energy,
the Army Corps of Engineers, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and other critical
energy programs important to our na-
tion. I am disappointed to say that,
just as this final report ensures that
necessary functions and programs of
the Federal Government are funded,
the practice of pork-barrel spending
also continues.

When the Senate passed its version of
the energy and water appropriation bill
just 2 months ago, I found $531 million
in low-priority, unnecessary, and
wasteful spending. While a half a bil-
lion dollars is an incredible amount of
pork, it is remarkable that this final
conference report has been fattened up
with an additional $200 million in pork
barrel projects.

A lot of this pork is concentrated in
sections of the bill detailing projects to
be funded by the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. While I am certainly supportive
of our water infrastructure and civil
works programs, I am appalled at the
process by which the conferees have di-
rected money in these accounts. A ma-
jority of the projects do not appear to
be funded based on a competitive or
merit-based review, but instead fund-
ing is clearly directed toward projects



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11538 September 28, 1999
which are not requested in the budget
and more closely resemble special in-
terest projects.

We sought to curb Federal spending
and reduce our tremendous deficit by
passing the 1997 Balanced Budget Act.
However, because we now enjoy a ro-
bust economy and balanced budget, we
have detracted from our important
goal of spending tax-payer’s hard-
earned dollars prudently.

A clear example of this fiscal irre-
sponsibility is exemplified by the
‘‘emergency spending’’ bills we have
enacted over the past two years. Why
did we have to pass these supplemental
appropriations bills? Because those
areas of the country which are not the
recipients of these special interest ear-
marks are suffering because there is
not a realistic chance to compete for
federal funding through established
normal procedures and guidelines when
budgetary spending is based more on
parochial actions.

Over the years, I have reported to the
American taxpayers the pork-barrel
spending that continues through our
annual appropriations process. I be-
lieve we owe it to the American public
to report how we spend their taxpayer
dollars. Sadly, the taxpayers will have
to shoulder the burden of financing
pork barrel projects to the tune of $759
million included in this energy and
water spending measure.

I will not waste the time of the Sen-
ate going over each and every earmark.
I have compiled a list of the numerous
add-ons, earmarks, and special exemp-
tions in this conference report. Due to
its length, the list I compiled of objec-
tionable provisions included in this
conference report cannot be printed in
the RECORD. This list will be available
on my Senate webpage.∑
f

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15
p.m.

Thereupon, at 12:17 p.m., the Senate
recessed until 2:14 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
INHOFE).

Mr. CAMPBELL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado.
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to proceed for 1
minute as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
PARLIAMENTARIAN OF BELARUS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, as
the cochair of the House-Senate Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, known as the Helsinki Com-
mission, I had the privilege in July to
go to St. Petersburg, Russia, to partici-
pate, with other Senators, in the an-

nual meeting of the OSCE Parliamen-
tary Assembly.

During the proceedings, our 17-mem-
ber congressional delegation heard a
very powerful speech by Mr. Anatoly
Lebedko, who is a leader of the opposi-
tion party in Belarus. He is a very
strong force for democracy in Belarus.
He is here with us today. He is often
faced with overwhelming opposition.
Yet he has led the fight for the kind of
principles on which our own Nation
was founded.

f

RECESS

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess for 3 minutes to greet
Mr. Lebedko, Parliamentarian from
Belarus.

There being no objection, at 2:15
p.m., the Senate recessed until 2:18
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. INHOFE).

f

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT—Con-
tinued

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the conference
report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the con-
ference report. The yeas and nays have
been ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 96,
nays 3, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 295 Leg.]

YEAS—96

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle

DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Enzi
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Johnson

Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes

Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)

Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson

Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wyden

NAYS—3

Jeffords Lieberman Wellstone

NOT VOTING—1

McCain

The conference report was agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate now proceed
to a period of morning business with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object, I want to ask the ma-
jority leader a question before we move
forward. I have been waiting with
amendments that speak to the pain
and suffering of farmers in my State.
Are there going to be opportunities for
me, as a Senator from an agricultural
State, to bring forth substantive
amendments that will speak to what
has happened to the farmer? Will there
be vehicles or opportunities to come to
the floor and introduce amendments
and pass legislation that will help
farmers in my State?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I was under
the impression we had already done the
Agriculture appropriations bill for this
fiscal year, and it did include some dis-
aster and drought money.

That conference is meeting right
now, or will be meeting during the day
and has been meeting, to make sure we
are giving proper consideration to the
negative impact of low prices on agri-
culture in America and also to assess
as best we can the impact of the
drought. The Senate has already con-
sidered that. It was subject to amend-
ment. We do also wish to make sure
bankruptcy laws are applicable and
necessary action is taken. I know Sen-
ator GRASSLEY is working, along with
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, to
make sure the bankruptcy laws and
their benefits are available to our
farmers.

We certainly are working very ag-
gressively to try to make sure we ad-
dress these problems appropriately. I
don’t think we need to revisit a whole
number of amendments in this area on
the bankruptcy bill itself. I think when
we get to bankruptcy we should be on
bankruptcy and not use that as an ‘‘in
basket’’ for every problem that may be
on some Member’s mind.

However, I think I have answered the
question. We are working on agri-
culture needs. Hopefully, within the
week we will have an agreement, and
we will be voting on that bill either
later on this week or early next week.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object, let me simply follow up
with a question. My understanding is
the conference committee has not met
for the past week; second, I know Sen-
ator BYRD and Senator DORGAN will
speak about what is or is not in the
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bill. In this appropriations bill, we
were not able to come out with any
legislation that dealt with the price
crisis, the whole question of concentra-
tion of power that dealt with what is
happening to the family farmers.

Is the bankruptcy bill the pending
business after the morning business?
Will we bring the bankruptcy bill to
the floor with opportunities for Sen-
ators to introduce amendments that
will make a difference for family farm-
ers? Will we have that opportunity?

Mr. LOTT. I cannot answer that
question at this time.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object, I will do everything I
can between now and however long it
takes, if I am the last person standing,
to insist I have a right as a Senator
from Minnesota to come to the floor
and introduce legislation that will
speak to the pain and suffering of fam-
ily farmers in my State. I will not stop
colleagues from speaking in morning
business, but forthwith I will have to
stay on the floor until I have a chance
to make a difference for farmers.

Mr. LOTT. I wonder if the Senator
might want to take this up in the Agri-
culture Committee and with Members
of the Senate who are involved and
work with the appropriators on both
sides of the aisle. They are working
now to try to deal with these issues.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the
right to object, Democrats have not
been involved in that Appropriations
Committee to my knowledge in terms
of any meeting over the last week. Sec-
ond, with all due respect to the major-
ity leader, we are an amending body.
Quite often we come to the floor with
amendments. We especially come to
the floor with amendments when we
are dealing with a crisis situation.

We are dealing with a crisis situation
in rural America. It is not business as
usual. I am going to insist that I have
the right to come to this floor with
amendments that will speak to farmers
in Minnesota and around the country
to make a difference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, I will not object, but I want to
correct a misimpression on the floor.
The conference committee in the agri-
cultural appropriations area has not
been meeting. I am a conferee. I would
know if they are meeting. There is no
meeting. It adjourned in the middle of
last week. There has been no meeting
since. I read the speculation in the
newspapers and in the press that there
have been agreements made. In fact,
one suggestion indicated the majority
leader had signed off on certain things.
I have no idea who is reaching these
agreements. I have no idea whether
that is accurate.

It is not accurate to say the con-
ference committee is meeting. The con-
ference committee is not meeting. No
Democratic member of the conference
committee is able to meet because the
conference is not in session.

I will not object either, but I will say
there are some who think it is appro-
priate to have a conference between
the House and the Senate on something
this important—and it is one of the
most important issues to my State
dealing with this farm crisis—and it be
done behind closed doors with one
party in secret, and an agreement is
brought to the floor of the Senate
which says take it as it is or leave it.

That is not the way it will work. I do
not have the capability to make things
happen that I want to have happen, but
I can slow things down.

I wanted to correct the impression
left when the majority leader said the
conference has been meeting. The con-
ference has not been meeting. It ad-
journed nearly a week ago. We passed
our bill in the Senate August 4. It is
now October. With the urgent crises in
farm country, we have slow motion
going on and no conference at all. I
hope the majority leader can agree
with me that the way we are supposed
to legislate is to have a conference;
that when we call meetings with con-
ferees, we have Republicans and Demo-
crats there, we debate the issues, and
we take votes. I wanted to correct the
misimpression there has been a con-
ference committee meeting. I am a
conferee. That committee has not been
meeting, and it should.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The majority leader.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.J. RES. 68

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that following morning
business the Senate proceed to consid-
eration of the joint resolution at the
desk making continuing appropriations
for the Federal Government; further,
that there be 2 hours of debate between
the chairman and ranking member of
the Appropriations Committee, with no
amendments or motions in order; and,
following the conclusion or yielding
back of that time, the Senate proceed
to third reading and adoption of the
joint resolution, all without inter-
vening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, has this request
been cleared with the minority leader?

Mr. LOTT. Yes, it has been cleared
with the minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I thank my colleague,
Senator BYRD. I thank you for your pa-
tience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.
f

DROUGHT EMERGENCY IN WEST
VIRGINIA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will be
very brief. I should be in a markup of

the Appropriations Committee on the
Labor-HHS appropriations bill right at
this moment.

Mr. President, as we quickly ap-
proach the end of Fiscal Year 1999,
there is a portion of the American pop-
ulation that is not faring very well.
The small family farmers of the North-
Eastern and Mid-Atlantic States have
been struggling to survive a fifteen-
month-long drought. With all fifty-five
of our counties receiving an emergency
drought declaration on August 2 from
the Secretary of Agriculture, farmers
in West Virginia are no exception.
These farmers have been waiting for a
significant and timely response to
their emergency, a feeling I imagine
would be similar to dialing nine-one-
one and getting a busy signal.

Yet, over the years, this Congress has
responded quickly to provide the nec-
essary resources to help the victims of
national disasters, not only in this
country, but around the world. From
the $1 billion for the victims of Mount
Saint Helens in 1980; to the $2.7 billion
for the victims of Hurricane Hugo in
1989; to the nearly $3 billion for the
Loma Prieta earthquake victims, also
in 1989; to the more than $10 billion for
Hurricanes Andrew and Iniki in 1992; to
the $6.8 billion in disaster funds for vic-
tims of the Mississippi floods in the
Summer of 1993; to the North Ridge
earthquake victims in 1994, for which
almost $12 billion was appropriated.
Throughout the 1990’s, emergency dis-
aster assistance has also been provided
to the victims of tornadoes, tropical
storms, droughts, floods, wildfires, bliz-
zards, and so on.

In 1999, emergency aid has gone to
Central American and the Caribbean
nations needing assistance with recon-
struction after hurricane damage, to
Kosovo military and humanitarian op-
erations, and to American farmers suf-
fering from low commodity prices. I
voted for all of these. I have been will-
ing to support emergency aid in these
instances—all of them. However, I can-
not understand why the drought emer-
gency goes ignored. I cannot under-
stand why we are not answering the
emergency calls of long-suffering
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic farmers.

The drought has devastated—dev-
astated—the lives of thousands of fam-
ily farmers in this region. I know that
the word devastated is used so often
that one expects it to be pure hyper-
bole, but West Virginia farmers work
hard on land most often held in the
same family for generations. They
farm an average of 194 acres in the
rough mountain terrain, and they earn
an average of just $25,000 annually.
That is $25,000 annually for 365 days of
never-ending labor. Farming is an
every-day, every-week, every-month,
365-day operation every year with no
time off. West Virginia farmers aver-
age $68.50 a day for days that begin at
dawn and run past sunset. These small
family farmers are the last to ask for
assistance. They are hard-working,
they are self-reliant individuals. They
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have a sense of pride that prevents
them from requesting federal aid un-
less they are in a desperate situation.
These farmers are now in a desperate
situation, and they are asking us to re-
spond to them in their time of need.
Now is the time that we must assist
them and assist them by not by bur-
dening them with more debt—they are
over their heads in debt all right, many
of them, so they are not asking for
more loan programs. They need help.
By providing grants, we can give them
help that will help them to recover
from the drought.

For many farmers it is already too
late. They are disposing of their herds.
They have sold off their livestock from
land that has been farmed by their
family for generations. Their pastures
are grazed to stubble and will need fer-
tilizer, lime, and reseeding if they are
to support cattle again in the Spring.
In the meantime, cattle must still be
fed, and what little hay could be cut lo-
cally has already been eaten. The West
Virginia Commissioner of Agriculture
informs me that of the 21,000 surviving
small family farms in West Virginia—
and there were 90,000 back when I was
in the State legislature in 1947. There
were 90,000 farmers in West Virginia.
Now there are 21,000 surviving, and
over half of these are at risk as a result
of drought. America cannot afford to
let the small family farm die. A small
family farming operation is the foun-
dation on which America is based. We
cannot afford not to help drought-
stricken farmers.

Granted, in this area the drought
seems to be a thing of the past. The
water restrictions to conserve water in
the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
area have recently been lifted. Lawns
have greened up again, and the drone of
lawn mowers again dominates the
weekend. Schools canceled classes in
this area two weeks ago because hurri-
cane Floyd threatened to deluge the
city with too much rain too quickly.
However, I assure you that the drought
in West Virginia continues. Hurricane
Floyd’s rains did not scale West Vir-
ginia’s mountains. The drought is so
far-reaching that schoolchildren in
Fayetteville, WV, had their classes
canceled last week and the Fayette
County Courthouse has postponed ar-
raignments until October 1 because the
city’s reservoir has gone dry. The grass
in West Virginia is not getting greener,
as it is here in the Washington area. It
is simply not growing.

Seventeen North-Eastern and Mid-
Atlantic States have received a Secre-
tarial drought emergency declaration
this year and five more are awaiting a
decision. Yet, the emergency aid pack-
age that the Agriculture Conference
Committee is still negotiating includes
a mere $500 million in general aid for
all disasters declared by the Secretary
of Agriculture throughout 1999. The
Secretary of Agriculture estimates
that losses due to the drought of 1999
may total $2 billion. Losses in West
Virginia alone are estimated at $200

million—and we are not a big farming
State, not a big farming State. Most of
ours are small farms, but these are peo-
ple who have been on the land for gen-
erations. These farms have been hand-
ed down through the line of several
generations.

Mr. President, what happened to the
small family farmers in ancient Rome
is happening in this country. They are
leaving the land, and with them will go
our family values.

The Secretary of Agriculture esti-
mates, as I say, that the losses due to
the drought of 1999 may total $2 billion,
and in West Virginia alone they are es-
timated at $200 million. So the emer-
gency aid package now attached to the
Agriculture appropriations bill falls
short by some $1.5 billion.

I want colleagues to understand that
although a drought is a slow-paced dis-
aster, it nevertheless deserves much-
needed attention as an emergency and
merits a response much greater and
faster than the one we have so far
given. A drought can, and this one has,
caused farmers to go out of business.

My farmers know that farming is in-
herently a risky business. It does de-
pend on the weather. I urge this body
to help with this natural disaster.
American farmers merit federal assist-
ance to ensure their future produc-
tivity, and, more importantly, to pre-
serve a heritage that I believe essential
to this nation’s history, to its moral
fiber and to its character. We regularly
hear talk of the small family farmer.
Now is the time to help small family
farmers. Congress must act on this op-
portunity to direct emergency funds
toward a real emergency with wide-
reaching effects, that impacts our most
treasured Americans, our farmers. The
devastation of the drought will only be
compounded if we do not offer assist-
ance now. If fields are not treated now,
they will not be productive come
spring. Farmers normally finance this
activity with profits from fall sales, or
secure loans based on such sales. But
this time they have nothing to sell.

We need to increase appropriations
that will be directed to farmers suf-
fering from the drought of 1999. I urge
my fellow conferees on the Agriculture
Appropriations Conference Committee
and I urge the leadership in both
Houses, to answer the call of the small
family farmer and support increasing
emergency assistance directed toward
farmers suffering as a result of the
drought of 1999. Do not let their 911 call
for help be answered by a busy signal.
Instead, let us answer the call of farm-
ers by sending the signal that we are
busy working for farmers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAPO). The Senator from Iowa is to go
first. Is there an agreement as to the
order?

Mr. GRASSLEY. There is not. I ask
that Senator TORRICELLI go ahead of
me on the issue of bankruptcy so he
and I can speak together.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Iowa yield for a question?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes.
Mr. BAUCUS. I wonder if the Sen-

ators will yield to me. I will be brief. I
have 5 or 6 minutes. I know the Sen-
ators from Iowa and New Jersey are to-
gether on the same subject, and this
Senator has been standing here for
some time.

Mr. GRASSLEY. If Senator
TORRICELLI has time, I have time.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I think it is best
we go next to each other.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
want to say, before Senator BYRD
leaves the floor, however, how much I
identify with his remarks. Like the
Senator from West Virginia, year after
year, with natural disasters around
this country, in the House of Rep-
resentatives and now in the Senate, I
have come to the floor as an American,
as part of a national union to respond
to their emergencies.

Like the Senator from West Virginia
in advocacy of his small farmers, I will
not allow, as long as I serve in the Sen-
ate, the State of New Jersey to be a ca-
boose on the train of the national
union. We have a farming crisis. The
Appropriations Committee not only re-
ducing but eliminating any assistance
for farmers who are being bankrupt
and forced from the land is inexcus-
able. Like the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, at the appropriate time, I will
come to the floor and if it requires
standing here day after day, night after
night, I will not see them abandoned.

I apologize for taking the time. I
wanted to comment on the Senator’s
comments.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished
Senator.

Mr. BAUCUS. I think the Senator
from Iowa still has the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is my
understanding the Senators from Iowa
and New Jersey have no objection to
the Senator from Montana being recog-
nized at this time. The Senator from
Montana is recognized for up to 10 min-
utes.

Mr. BAUCUS. I very much appreciate
the Senator from Iowa and the Senator
from New Jersey for letting me go
ahead of them.

I agree with the statement of the
Senator from New Jersey compli-
menting the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, and, in the same vein, the earlier
remarks of the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. WELLSTONE. The fact is,
our farmers are in desperate straits,
and this Congress is doing very little
about it. It is that simple. No one can
dispute that, and many of us are, quite
frankly, concerned because the Senate
is not doing enough. Because it looks
as if the Senate might not do enough,
we will be constrained to take extraor-
dinary measures in the Senate to stand
up for our constituents, the people who
sent us here; namely, the farmers, in
this instance, to pass as best we can
appropriate and remedial legislation to
help our farmers. It is that simple.

I compliment the Senator from West
Virginia, the Senator from New Jersey,
and others.
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In fact, that is very relevant to the

statement I am going to make con-
cerning the introduction of a bill.

(The remarks of Mr. BAUCUS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1648
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I very
much thank my colleagues and good
friends, the Senator from Iowa and the
Senator from New Jersey, for their
courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.
f

THE BANKRUPTCY REFORM BILL

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise with some considerable regret to
discuss the bankruptcy reform bill that
was pulled from the floor of the Senate
last week. Senator GRASSLEY and I
have worked for over 8 months to craft
what I believe is a broadly bipartisan
bankruptcy bill. Indeed, Senator
GRASSLEY has worked tirelessly for
years to craft this legislation. He de-
serves the considerable gratitude of
every Member of this institution.

I regret that after all these months
of work, last week we were forced to
vote on a cloture motion. I do not be-
lieve that the cloture vote was in any
way indicative of support for the bill.
It is important that that be under-
stood.

Bipartisan support for this bank-
ruptcy legislation is broad and it is
deep. The legislation has seven cospon-
sors; five of them are Democrats. The
legislation was voted successfully out
of the Judiciary Committee with sup-
port from both parties. The inability to
move forward on a bankruptcy reform
bill is entirely due to unrelated events.
The legislation on its merits still
stands.

I believe it is important that Senator
GRASSLEY and I make clear to people,
both within the institution and outside
the institution, that we are absolutely
committed in this Congress, in this
year, to continuing to have bankruptcy
legislation considered and passed. In-
deed, I believe if the majority leader
brings bankruptcy reform to the floor
of the Senate, in a matter of only a few
days we can resolve the outstanding
issues.

I also think it is important that our
colleagues understand why we are so
motivated to have this bankruptcy re-
form legislation passed. There are con-
siderable reasons.

We are, to be sure, living in the most
prosperous economic period in our Na-
tion’s history. The facts are renowned:
Unemployment is low, inflation is low,
the Nation has created 18 million new
jobs, and now the Federal Government
is having a burgeoning budget surplus.

But amidst all this prosperity, there
are some troubling signs, things that
deserve our attention. One is a rapidly
declining personal savings rate. Indeed,
that is what motivated me to vote for
tax cut legislation: To stimulate pri-

vate savings in America so Americans
will prepare for their own futures.

But second is an issue that relates to
this legislation: A rapid, inexplicable
rise in consumer bankruptcies. In 1998
alone, 1.4 million Americans sought
bankruptcy protection—this is a 20-
percent increase since 1996 and a stag-
gering 350-percent increase in bank-
ruptcy filings since 1980.

It is estimated that 70 percent of the
petitions filed were in chapter 7, which
provides relief from most unsecured
debt. Only 30 percent of the petitions
were filed under chapter 13, which re-
quires a repayment plan.

No matter what the cause of so many
bankruptcies, what every American
needs to understand is that somebody
is paying the price. If people are
availing themselves of chapter 7, rath-
er than chapter 13, which ultimately
requires the repayment of many of
these debts, the balance is going to be
paid by somebody, and that somebody
is the American consumer.

Indeed, I believe this is the equiva-
lent of an invisible tax on the Amer-
ican family, estimated to cost each and
every American family $400 a year, as
retailers and financial institutions ad-
just the prices of their products and
their costs to reflect this growing tide
of bankruptcy.

The reality is that the majority of
people who file for bankruptcy—low- to
middle-income, hard-working people—
do so to manage overwhelming finan-
cial problems. That is as it should be.
That is why the United States has al-
ways had a bankruptcy code—to pro-
tect people and allow them to reorga-
nize their lives, to give people a second
chance in American society.

But just the same, with these stag-
gering numbers of increase—20 percent
in only 3 years—there must be some-
thing else going on in our society. That
something is revealed in a recent study
by the Department of Justice indi-
cating that as many as 13 percent of
debtors filing under chapter 7—182,000
people each year—can, indeed, afford to
repay a significant amount of their
outstanding debt. That amounts to $4
billion that would have been paid to
creditors but is being avoided, inappro-
priately, by what amounts, in my judg-
ment, to a misuse of the bankruptcy
code.

I believe the Congress must act. This
invisible tax impacts the health of our
financial institutions, forces small
business people to absorb these costs,
forces some family businesses out of
business, and it is a cost we can avoid.

The bankruptcy legislation that Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I have crafted
strikes an important balance, making
it more difficult for the unscrupulous
to abuse the system but ensuring that
families who really need bankruptcy
protection to reorganize their lives
still have access to it.

At its core, the Grassley-Torricelli
bill is designed to assure that those
with the ability to repay a portion of
their debts will be required to do so but

that judicial discretion will ensure
that no one who is genuinely in need of
debt cancellation is prevented from
having a fresh start in American life.

When this legislation passed the Ju-
diciary Committee, there were those
who had legitimate concerns about
some of its other provisions. I was
among them and stated so at the time.
These ranged from the liability of a
debtor’s lawyer to ensuring that low-
income debtors with no hope of repay-
ing their debts were not swept into the
means test.

Colleagues should understand that
Senator GRASSLEY and I are prepared,
with a managers’ amendment, both to
ensure that the debtor’s lawyers are
protected from liability and that low-
income people are not inappropriately
subjected to this means test. That
managers’ amendment, I believe, will
pass and will make this far better leg-
islation than the Senate considered
previously or the legislation that
passed the Judiciary Committee.

I am very pleased that we have come
so far with this bill. It is critical for
our financial institutions and, indeed,
it is critical for American families.

There remains one other central
issue, however, that must be in this
legislation, and that is dealing with
the other half of this balance. It is the
question of the abuse, I believe, of cred-
it in the Nation itself.

The credit card industry last year
sent out 3.5 billion solicitations—41
mailings for every American house-
hold; 14 for every man, woman, and
child. No one wants to interfere with
poor or working people getting access
to credit. They should have the avail-
ability to do so, but there is something
wrong when 14 solicitations per person
are being received; when college stu-
dents, juveniles, poor people are solic-
ited again and again and again, often
for high-interest credit. Indeed, these
solicitations for high school and col-
lege students are at record levels.

The result of this solicitation is not
surprising: Americans with incomes
below the poverty line have doubled
their credit usage; 27 percent of fami-
lies earning less than $10,000 have con-
sumer debt that is more than 40 per-
cent of their income. Indeed, it is not
our intention to restrict access to cred-
it for low-income people or even young
people. Senator GRASSLEY and I have
crafted legislation that will at least en-
sure that consumers are protected by
giving them knowledge, by having full
disclosure so people can make informed
judgments, when receiving these solici-
tations, about how much debt they
want and what it will take to repay it
and on what kind of a schedule.

Taken as a whole—all of the provi-
sions in the managers’ amendment, the
legislation from the Judiciary Com-
mittee—Senator GRASSLEY’s work in
consumer protection is a well-crafted
and a very balanced bill.

My hope is it can receive early con-
sideration but that, under any cir-
cumstances, this Senate does not ad-
journ for the year without providing
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for American families this credit pro-
tection by full disclosure, by providing
for American business protection
against bankruptcy abuse, and by rede-
signing this code so that it is fair to
our businesses and our consumers
alike.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. GRASSLEY. I know the Senator

from New Jersey has to leave. But be-
fore he does, in front of all of my col-
leagues, I want to thank him very
much for an outstanding statement
that focuses on the complexity of the
bankruptcy problem. Most impor-
tantly, he focused attention on the bi-
partisanship of this legislation and on
our commitment to getting it passed
not only this Congress, but this year. It
can be done.

I encourage the Democratic and Re-
publican leaders to have the necessary
meetings and conversations it takes to
bring this bill to the floor under a rea-
sonable agreement so we can start
work on it. In just a few hours, we can
work our way through the disagree-
ments that other Members might have
and do it in a bipartisan way and get
this bill on its way to the President of
the United States.

So in public, I am happy to thank the
Senator from New Jersey for his co-
operation. He has worked with me in a
truly bipartisan way. For constituents
who might be listening anyplace in the
United States who are concerned about
this body or Congress as a whole or
Washington, DC, being too partisan,
this bankruptcy bill is an example of
where bi-partisanship has worked. If I
had tried to do this in a partisan man-
ner, this bill would not even be as far
as it is.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Before getting to
the big bankruptcy bill, I want to
touch on a related matter—the prob-
lem of the sunsetting of the agricul-
tural provisions of the bankruptcy
code, chapter 12. I believe it is the only
section of the bankruptcy code that is
sunset from time to time. It is not a
permanent part of the bankruptcy
code. It was passed about 13 years ago
to meet the needs of agriculture in de-
pression in the 1980s, and it has been
renewed by Congress continually since
then.

It has been a very successful part of
the bankruptcy code because, of the
farmers who have sought the protec-
tion of chapter 12, an Iowa State Uni-
versity study indicates that 84 percent
are still in business farming, family
farmers still farming.

We are at a situation where 1 year
ago, about this period of time, chapter
12 actually sunset. It was extended for
6 months in the omnibus spending bill
because the feeling was that we wanted
to take it up at the very same time a
revision of the entire bankruptcy code
was taken up. The comprehensive bill
is the bill that Senator TORRICELLI has
spoken about and which I will discuss

shortly. Within that bill, there is a per-
manency brought to chapter 12 in the
bankruptcy code so it will no longer
sunset.

The March 31 deadline came, and this
bill was not up. It was extended yet
again for 6 months. I urged the major-
ity leader to extend it for a year be-
cause I anticipated some of the prob-
lems we have recently faced regarding
the bankruptcy code. It was thought by
a lot of interests in this city that it
was necessary to have chapter 12 not
made permanent, separate from the en-
tire bankruptcy law, because it was
needed to help get the general bank-
ruptcy revisions through. So it was ex-
tended for another 6 months.

This week it is going to expire again.
It is ludicrous that the House of Rep-
resentatives, just yesterday, passed
only a 3-month extension of chapter 12
so that somehow if we don’t get this
permanent bankruptcy bill passed, we
are going to have chapter 12 expiring
again on New Year’s Eve. That is a Y2K
problem for agriculture we better be
alerted to because Congress is not
going to be in session on New Year’s
Eve to renew chapter 12. I hope that
when the Senate considers the House
version, we ignore it, and we move with
a permanent extension of chapter 12
bankruptcy which I introduced last
week and which is currently on the cal-
endar.

As the Senators from West Virginia,
New Jersey, and also the Senator from
Montana were just speaking about the
agricultural crisis, it is that way in ag-
riculture any place in the United
States. This is no time to play footsie
with chapter 12 being extended for just
a 3-month period of time. Those are
games that don’t need to be played.
They don’t do justice to agriculture in
America, and they do not put the fam-
ily farmer in the forefront of our pol-
icymaking or thinking in Washington.

I want to go to this issue about which
Senator TORRICELLI spoke—the Senate
not invoking cloture on the bank-
ruptcy bill last week.

While this is unfortunate, I think it
is important to say a few words in sup-
port of the bill outside of the adver-
sarial context and the very political
context of the cloture vote. I think it
would really be a tragedy if both par-
ties can’t come together and deal with
this bill, which has such broad support
from Senators on both sides of the
aisle. It was voted out of committee by
a 14 to 4 vote, very bipartisan.

Bankruptcy reform is really all about
a return to personal responsibility in a
bankruptcy system which actively dis-
courages personal responsibility by
wiping away debts on a no-questions-
asked basis.

Basic common sense tells you every
time a debt is wiped away through
bankruptcy, someone loses money. Of
course, when somebody who extends
credit has that obligation wiped away
in bankruptcy, that creditor is forced
to make a decision: Should this loss
simply be swallowed as a cost of doing

business? Or, do you raise prices for
other customers to offset those losses?

When bankruptcy losses are rare and
infrequent, lenders may be able to
swallow a loss. But when bankruptcies
are very frequent and common, as they
are today, lenders have to raise their
prices to offset losses. For this reason,
when Treasury Secretary Larry Sum-
mers testified at his confirmation
hearing before the Senate Finance
Committee, he said that bankruptcies
tend to drive up interest rates.

If you believe Secretary Summers,
bankruptcies are everyone’s problem.
Regular, hard-working Americans have
to pay higher prices for goods and serv-
ices as a result of bankruptcies. That is
a real problem for the American peo-
ple, and one which the Senate has an
obligation to tackle.

Under our current bankruptcy laws,
someone can get full debt cancellation
in chapter 7 with no questions asked. If
we pass our reform bill, if someone
seeking bankruptcy can repay his or
her debts, they will be channeled into
chapter 13 of the bankruptcy code,
which requires people to pay some por-
tion of their debts as a precondition for
limited debt cancellation.

The bankruptcy bill, which the Sen-
ate will hopefully consider soon, will
discourage bankruptcies and, therefore,
lessen upward pressure on interest
rates and prices. Right now, under
present bankruptcy laws, one of the
richest captains of industry could walk
into bankruptcy court and walk away
with his debts erased. Of course, the
rest of America will pay higher prices
for goods and services as a result. If we
pass this bill, higher-income people
will be unable to use bankruptcy as a
financial planning tool. All Americans
will be better off. The message of Sen-
ate bill 625 is simple: If you have the
ability to pay debt, you will not get off
scot-free.

These are good times in our Nation,
thanks to the fiscal discipline initiated
by Congress, and the hard work of the
American people—and more due to the
hard work of the American people than
what we have done in Congress. We
have the first balanced budget in a gen-
eration, unemployment is low, we have
a burgeoning stock market. Most
Americans, except for the American
farmers who are in a depression, are
optimistic about the future. But in the
midst of such prosperity, about one and
a half million Americans declared
bankruptcy in 1998. Based on filings for
the first two quarters of 1999, it looks
like there will be just under 1.4 million
bankruptcy filings for this year. To put
this in some historical context, since
1990, the rate of personal bankruptcy
filings has increased almost 100 per-
cent.

Now, I don’t think anyone knows all
of the reasons—I don’t pretend to know
either—underlying the bankruptcy cri-
sis. But I think I can talk about what
is not at the root of the bankruptcy
crisis. I have a chart here that has four
smaller charts on it that I think dem-
onstrates it is not the economy that is
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driving the crisis. Here we have the
high rise in bankruptcies over the last
6 years, a very rapid near 100-percent
increase in bankruptcy filings. We
have, during that same period of time,
a very dramatic drop in unemployment
in the country. We have a very sharp
rise in the Dow Jones Industrial Aver-
age. We have a rise in the average wage
of American workers. This shows that
it is not the economy that is causing so
many bankruptcies.

The economic numbers tell us that
the bankruptcy crisis isn’t a result of
people who can’t get jobs; and the jobs
that people do have are paying more
than ever. So the bankruptcy crisis
isn’t about desperate people con-
fronting layoffs and underemployment.
With the economy doing well and with
so many Americans with high-quality,
good-paying jobs, we have to look deep
into the eroding moral values of some
people to find out what is driving the
bankruptcy crisis. Some people flat out
don’t want to honor their obligations
and are looking for an easy way out. In
the opinion of this Senator, a signifi-
cant part of the bankruptcy crisis is
basically a moral crisis. Some people
just don’t have a sense of personal re-
sponsibility.

It seems clear to me that our lax
bankruptcy system must bear some of
the blame for the bankruptcy crisis.
Just as the old welfare system encour-
aged people not to get jobs and encour-
aged people not to even think about
pulling their own weight, our lax bank-
ruptcy system doesn’t even ask people
to consider paying what they owe, par-
ticularly when they have the ability to
pay. Such a system, obviously, contrib-
utes to the fray of the moral fiber of
our Nation. Why pay your bills when
you can walk away with no questions
asked? Why honor your obligations
when you can take the easy way out
through bankruptcy? If we don’t tight-
en the bankruptcy system, the moral
erosion will certainly continue.

The polls are very clear that the
American people want the bankruptcy
system tightened up. In my home State
of Iowa, 78 percent of Iowans surveyed
favor bankruptcy reform, and the pic-
ture is the same nationally. According
to the Public Broadcasting System pro-
gram Techno-Politics, almost 70 per-
cent of Americans support bankruptcy
reform.

The American people seem to sense
that the bankruptcy crisis is fun-
damentally a moral crisis. I have a
chart that also deals with that. This
chart is done by the Democratic poll-
ing firm of Penn & Schoen. It talks
about the perceptions people have
about bankruptcy. You can see here
that 84 percent of the people think that
bankruptcy is more socially acceptable
than it was a few years ago. This is the
same polling firm President Clinton
uses; so I think this number is very
telling, given that it was produced by a
liberal polling firm. In my State of
Iowa, the editorial page of the Des
Moines Register has summed up the

problem that we have with the bank-
ruptcy system by stating that bank-
ruptcy ‘‘was never intended as the one-
stop, no-questions-asked solution to ir-
responsibility.’’ I totally agree.

I hope we can soon get to the bank-
ruptcy bill, which has so much support
in the Senate. As my colleague who
worked so closely with me on this leg-
islation, the Senator from New Jersey,
has said, we are committed to bringing
this bill to a vote this year and getting
it done in a fashion that will show the
bipartisanship that has operated
throughout this year to bring us a 14–
4 vote out of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, to duplicate that wide
margin on the floor of the Senate, to
send a clear signal to people who use
bankruptcy as financial planning that
if you have the ability to pay, you are
never going to get out of paying what
you have the capability of paying. That
is good for our country, it is good for
the economy and, most important, it is
good for the pocketbooks of honest
Americans. Bankruptcies cost the aver-
age American family to the tune of $400
a year. That’s not fair to the American
men and women working to pay taxes
and make a better life to have to pay
$400 more per year because somebody
else isn’t paying their debts.

I yield the floor.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent morning business
be closed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the resolution by title.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 68) making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2000, and for other purposes.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will the
Presiding Officer explain what is before
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House
Joint Resolution 68 is before the Sen-
ate.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand it, that resolution is the con-
tinuing resolution that will keep the
Government running for the next 3
weeks based on the 1999 spending fig-
ures; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will not interpret the content of
the legislation. However, that is the
topic of the resolution.

Does the Senator seek recognition?
Mrs. BOXER. I do. I yield myself

such time as I may consume from the
Democratic leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I think
we have reached a moment on the floor
of the Senate that ought to be marked.
Very sadly, it is a moment of failure
for this Republican Congress, a mo-
ment of failure after promising a mo-
ment of success.

Why do I say that? There were three
promises made by the Republican lead-
er to the people of the United States of
America. The first promise was that
the spending bills, all 13 of them, would
pass on time and within the context of
the balanced budget; the second prom-
ise was that the Republicans would not
touch the Social Security trust fund to
pay for their programs; the third prom-
ise was that they would stay under the
spending caps that were approved be-
fore.

In my opinion and in the opinion of
many others, all three of those prom-
ises are being broken. In the lead story
in the New York Times today, we read
about the shenanigans going on in try-
ing to get this budget accomplished.

I have proudly served on the Budget
Committee in the Senate for 7 years; in
the House, I served on the Budget Com-
mittee for a total of 6 years. I know
there have been times when neither
side has performed as it should. How-
ever, I never, ever remember it being
this bad. I never, ever remember it
being this chaotic. It is very sad be-
cause the rest of the country is doing
great fiscally. This is the best eco-
nomic recovery we have had. In my
lifetime, these are the best statistics I
can remember for low unemployment,
low inflation, high home ownership.
Things are going really well. Yet in
that context, when things are going
really well, we cannot get our act to-
gether around here. I have to say it is
a failure of Republican leadership.

What is before us today is a bill that
will continue the functions of Govern-
ment for the next 3 weeks because, out
of the 13 spending bills, only 1—only
1—has received a signature from this
President. Therefore, we have to have a
continuing resolution or the Govern-
ment will shut down. I understand
that. But let me simply say this. I
think the reason my Republican
friends are in so much trouble—and I
hope some of them will come to the
floor because this is their continuing
resolution; I assume they are on their
way so we can have a little bit of a de-
bate here—I think the reason the Re-
publicans are in so much trouble is,
they have locked out the President,
they have locked out the Democrats,
and they are coming up with plans that
are out of touch with reality and with
what the American people want.

Let me give an example. Everyone
around here says children are a pri-
ority and education is a priority. Yet
the last bill my Senate friends have
looked at in the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the one they saved until last, is
education. HHS—Health and Human
Services—includes education.

Why do I say the Republicans are out
of step with the American people? I say
it based on three simple facts.
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There is nothing in that bill, not one

penny, to continue to put teachers in
the schools and to lower class sizes—
nothing, not a penny, not even to con-
tinue what we started last year when
Senator MURRAY and the President of
the United States of America put be-
fore us a very important program to
place 100,000 teachers in the schools.

Last year, as a result of our getting
together, we compromised at 30,000
teachers. To be exact, 29,000 teachers
have been hired under this program.
There is not one penny in this edu-
cation bill to continue that program.
We were hoping we would have funding
to continue the 29,000 and go forward
with the rest of the 100,000. We know
that when there are smaller class sizes,
kids do much better. We know that. It
is a fact. It is indisputable. Yet in their
Republican budget, not only do they
not expand this program but they do
not put one penny in to pay for the
29,000 teachers all over the country
who are already in the classroom. This
Republican budget is a pink slip for
29,000 teachers. How does that comport
with what the American people want?
How does that comport with the re-
ality the American people expect from
us? It does not.

Another thing the American people
say they want from us is to rebuild our
crumbling schools. You do not have to
have a degree in education or sociology
to understand our schools are falling
down. What kind of message is it to our
children when we say how important
education is in this global marketplace
and their parents are telling them how
important it is, and they walk into
school, and what happens? The ceiling
tiles are falling down on their heads. I
saw it in Sacramento, CA. I saw it in
Los Angeles County. Yesterday, the
President was in a Louisiana school.
He saw the same thing. We need to
make sure we rebuild our crumbling
schools. That is another issue the
American people want resolved.

Third, after school; I have brought
the issue of after school to the Senate
for many years. I am very pleased to
say we are moving forward. But we
have thousands and hundreds of thou-
sands of children on waiting lists for
afterschool programs.

Why are they important? Because we
know in many cases parents work and
kids get in trouble after school. We
know when they have good afterschool
programs, they learn, they get men-
toring, the business community comes
in, the police community comes in,
they learn about the dangers of drugs,
they can get help with their home-
work, and they do important things. I
have been to some fantastic afterschool
programs, and I have seen the look on
the kids’ faces. I tell you, they are
doing well. Studies show they improve
their academic performance—by 80 per-
cent in one particular program in Sac-
ramento—if they have afterschool.

What does the Republican education
budget do for after school? It comes in
$200 million below the President’s re-

quest. What that means is that 387,000
children will be denied after school.

What I am saying is, we have a budg-
et situation that is out of touch with
what the American people want. I am
just giving three examples—teachers in
the schools, school construction, after-
school programs. Those are just exam-
ples. Guess how they pay for it. As I
understand it—and it keeps changing
every day—essentially they tap into
the Social Security trust fund. They do
it in a dance, and a bob and a weave
that is impressive, but I understand it.

What I understand they are going to
do is take $11 billion in authorizing
funds out of the defense budget—OK?—
and put it into education. Follow me
on this. And then, as soon as they have
done that, they declare that $11 billion
of defense spending is an emergency.
That is the way they get around the
caps.

There is only one problem: It comes
out of the Social Security trust fund.
All emergency spending comes out of
the Social Security trust fund. So, yes-
terday what was not an emergency in
the military budget today will become
an emergency, and the Social Security
fund will be raided. I have to say, this
is gamesmanship.

I think what we ought to do is pay as
you go around here. If we want to
spend more, we ought to pay for it.
That is why the President’s budget had
well over $30 billion of offsets to handle
the new requirements. It doesn’t dip
into the Social Security trust fund,
and it doesn’t play shell games between
defense and domestic priorities.

So here we are going to have a con-
tinuing resolution to get us through
these next 3 weeks. I truly have not de-
cided whether I am going to vote for it
or not because, on the one hand, I un-
derstand we are coming down to the
end of the fiscal year and we have to
continue the Government; on the other
hand, I believe, as the Senator from the
largest State in the Union, the way
they are doing this budget around here
is something I do not want my finger-
prints on. I really do not. I do not ap-
prove of it. I think it is wrong. I do not
think it is honest. I do not think it is
direct with the people. I do not think it
is fiscally responsible. I think it takes
us down the road we do not want to go
down. I don’t want more smoke and
mirrors. We have had enough of that on
both sides of the aisle. We are finally
getting on our fiscal feet. We ought to
stay on our fiscal feet.

I just want to say to my friends, I
have a solution to their problem—be-
cause they are having problems on
this. If they will open the door to this
President and work with him on some
compromises here, we can finish our
work and be proud and go home. Will
everyone get what he or she wants? No.
That is what compromise is. But we
will each get maybe halfway there, and
we can feel good about ourselves, that
we have reached across the party lines.
This President has his strong prior-
ities. The Republican Congress has its

strong priorities. I think if they add to
that the Democratic leadership here,
Senators DASCHLE and REID, and then
on the House side Congressman GEP-
HARDT, Congressman BONIOR, and the
other leaders, of both sides, I think we
will find we can do business together.

One of the reasons I hesitate to vote
for this continuing resolution is, as I
said, I am not sure I want my finger-
prints on what has happened so far. On
the other hand, it is not too late. In the
next 3 weeks, we could open up the
doors. We could have a summit. We
could bring everyone to it. We could all
lay out what we want to have happen,
show the American people we are will-
ing to put them in front of politics, and
come out with something we can be
proud of, a true education plan that is
going to meet their needs, a budget
that is in balance, both in its actual
numbers and in its priorities. I think
we can go home and be very proud of
ourselves.

I was on my feet for many hours last
week over an issue called oil royalties.
It is very interesting, in this con-
tinuing resolution, that moratorium on
fixing the oil royalty problem is non-
existent. It is possible that the Interior
Department could issue rules and stop
the thievery that is going on. I hope
they will do it. I really hope they will
do it.

Talk about needing money. We esti-
mate that $66 million a year is being
lost out of the coffers because the oil
companies are not paying their fair
share in oil royalties. We had a vote on
this, a very close vote. Senator
HUTCHISON was able to defeat me by 1
vote on the cloture vote, and I think
the final vote was 51–47. I was unable to
defeat her on the substance of her
amendment. But JOHN MCCAIN wrote in
and said he would have voted with me,
which would have made it 51–48.

I hope Bruce Babbitt is watching this
and he will take advantage of this 3-
week hiatus we have in front of us
where he is now able to fix this prob-
lem. I hope he will do it. I really appre-
ciate the editorials across the country
saying we have exposed a real scam and
it ought to be fixed. I hope, again, if
Secretary Babbitt is listening, perhaps
he will do something good in these 3
weeks and move forward to resolve
that issue.

Be that as it may, that is a relatively
small issue compared to keeping this
Government going. I know we will keep
this Government going with or without
my vote. We will move it forward. I
once more appeal to my colleagues:
You made three promises, you have not
kept them. Why not open the door and
see if we can help you out because you
cannot obviously come to this decision
on your own. You have not done the
bills on time, you are dipping into So-
cial Security, and, in essence, you are
bypassing the caps by calling things
emergency spending today that did not
warrant emergency spending yester-
day. Why don’t we stop the smoke and
mirrors and shell games? Why don’t we
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pass a budget that reflects all of us to
a certain degree.

In the House of Representatives,
there are only 11 votes that separate
Republicans and Democrats. I have
been over there. I was over there when
we were in the majority. We probably
had a 50-, 60-seat majority. The Repub-
licans have an 11-seat majority in the
House and a 10-seat majority in the
Senate. They run the place. That is the
way it is. Even if they had a 1-vote ma-
jority, they would run the place. I ac-
cept that. That is how the voters want-
ed it. But it is kind of tough when it is
that close to do the right thing unless
we all sit down together.

We have good people on both sides of
the aisle. I have so many friends on the
other side of the aisle whom I respect
very much, including the Presiding Of-
ficer with whom I have worked on
many issues. There is no reason why we
cannot sit down in these next 3 weeks
and find the answers and make the
compromises. But we are never going
to do it if we put politics ahead of bi-
partisanship. That is my plea before we
have a vote.

I thank the Chair very much for his
patience. I know it is sometimes hard
to sit there and listen, and he has done
that in a very fine way.

I yield the floor and, of course, retain
the remainder of the leader’s time on
this side. I suggest the absence of a
quorum, and I ask unanimous consent
that it be charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative assistant proceeded

to call the roll.
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as I may consume
from the Democratic leader’s time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I very much appre-

ciate the opportunity to speak on what
I consider is perhaps the most impor-
tant issue facing us, and that is the fu-
ture of our educational system.

Everywhere I go in my State people
are worried about the future of our
education system. They are worried in
the inner city; they are worried in the
wealthy suburbs; they are worried in
the rural areas; they are worried in the
upstate cities. Everywhere we go, peo-
ple are worried and concerned.

Their gut feeling, as usual with the
American people, is right. They know
we are entering a profound new time
where ideas generate wealth. Alan
Greenspan I thought put it best. He
said: High value is added no longer by
moving things but by thinking things.

America, God bless us, does very well
in this type of ideas economy. In fact,
if one looks at probably a core sentence

at the very key of our existence as
Americans, it is competition of ideas.
That is what the Founding Fathers
fought for, that there could be a free
and open competition of ideas, free
speech, or in the spiritual sense, which
is freedom of religion, or in a business
sense which is capitalism, free enter-
prise, or in a political sense, which is
democracy, all of which are at the core
of this country.

In general, we are doing extremely
well as an economy because we believe
in the competition of ideas. It does not
matter who you are, from where you
come; if you have a good idea, you can
either go out and make money or be-
come an author or professor or what-
ever. It works. But when our world is
becoming so focused on the competi-
tion of ideas and ideas in general, we
cannot afford to have a second-rate
educational system. When I read that
we are 15th, say, in math of the 25 or 22
developed countries, or we are 18th in
biology or 12th in geography, I worry,
and I think every American worries,
whether they voice it in these terms or
in other terms.

We face a real problem, and that is
the future of our educational system.
It is not the best.

I can imagine a country, let’s say an
imaginary country, of, say, 20 million
citizens, many fewer than we have. It
can be a complete desert: No fertile
fields, no wealth in the mines, but if
they had the best educational system
and churned out top-level people, they
could become the leading economy in
the world.

We have an imperative to create not
the second best, not the third best, not
the fourth best, but the best edu-
cational system in the world.

We have pockets of excellence. I have
seen them in my State. But we also
have pockets—broader than pockets,
we also have broad plains of schools
that are not the best. I say this as
somebody who is a father of two daugh-
ters who are both in public schools in
New York City. One is 15 and one is 10.
They are getting a good education. My
wife and I do everything we can to see
that the education is the best. But
every parent and every grandparent
and every young person worries about
the future of our educational system.

With the Education, Labor and HHS
conference report, one of the first
things I look at, perhaps the first, is
how is it for education?

At first glance, it does not look too
bad. Funding levels are marginally bet-
ter than last year on some of the major
school programs. When you consider
how contentious this bill can be, at
first glance it seems this is a pretty
fair, good-faith effort. But then there is
the fine print. When you get to the fine
print, it is frustrating and maddening.
It is not a good bill for education. If we
care about our country’s future, our
children and our grandchildren, we will
not support a proposal that is as weak
as it is on education.

The most egregious item in the bill is
the so-called teacher assistance initia-

tive. This is our program to hire 100,000
new teachers. There is funding in the
bill of $1.2 billion. That is all great, ex-
cept when you read the fine print. It
says this money is subject to author-
ization. To the average citizen, it
means this money is not there at this
point in time.

We all know we are not going to au-
thorize this program this year. So
money for new teachers will disappear
at a time when we need better quality
teachers. I have introduced a ‘‘Mar-
shall Plan’’ for education focusing on
the quality of teachers. At a time when
we need to reduce class size, what we
are doing is taking away money that
would now exist, and then we are afraid
to say so.

So we put in this chimerical program
which says the money is here, and then
it isn’t. The language for this program
is designed, in short, not to hire teach-
ers but to fool parents; it is a bait and
switch, because what is really going to
happen to the $1.2 billion for new
teachers is that it is going to be spent
on something else. Who knows what it
will be. It could be on anything. But it
will not be on teachers.

What disturbs me is that the short-
age of good, qualified teachers is reach-
ing crisis proportions. Half of our
teachers are at retirement age; too few
new teachers are taking their place;
and in today’s world, where the success
of an individual depends more on the
content of their mind than on the
strength of their back, we cannot con-
tinue this holding pattern on edu-
cation.

But this proposal is not just a hold-
ing pattern. It is worse. It is a step
backward because last year we made
the initial downpayment on the hiring
of 100,000 new teachers, and this year
we are leaving cities and towns across
the country in the lurch.

It is a shame. It is a shame this bill
makes a false promise that we are
going to continue to fund this emer-
gency teacher program, when we all
know that unless the language in the
bill is deleted, not a single dollar will
be spent on new teachers.

I would ask our Senate leadership—
plain and simple—to allow us to vote
on this language.

There are two other problems with
the education portion of this bill. The
first is school construction—another
national crisis. We have inner city
schools that are overcrowded. We have
kids in the suburbs going to school in
trailers.

I learned this firsthand from my own
daughter when she was in kindergarten
and went to an overcrowded school in
my hometown of Brooklyn, NY. There
were two classes in one kindergarten
room on the day my wife and I went to
Open School Day. We understood the
difficulty because you had one class in
one part of the room and one class in
the other part of the room, and when
our daughter’s teacher was speaking,
you could not understand her because
you heard, in the background, the
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other teacher speaking in the other
part of the classroom.

We have students in New York who
are in temporary classrooms because
either their suburban school districts
or their city school districts are grow-
ing or because the decrepit buildings
that were built 40, 60, and 80 years ago
are in desperate need of repair.

Some might say, let the localities do
all this. Have you ever seen the prop-
erty taxes in localities throughout our
States and large parts of our country?
The local governments do not have the
wherewithal for these kinds of major
expenditures. So we can come up with
some kind of rule that the Federal
Government is not going to help,
whereby this problem continues, or we
can step into the lurch. I would like to
step into the lurch.

Our school districts need Federal
help. This bill offers nothing for school
construction and is a grievous blow to
our schools and our kids.

Last, there is no money for after-
school programs. These are programs
that help students with tutoring and
help gifted students with advanced
learning. It is also an important part of
our strategy of keeping kids out of
trouble by keeping them in schools so
they are not marching around the
streets or the shopping malls. There is
nothing in this bill for them.

When I was a young man growing up
in Brooklyn, I attended the Madison
High School Afterschool Center and
Night Center. I spent a lot of time
playing basketball. I had fun. We were
not very good. Our team’s motto was:
We may be small, but we’re slow. But
it kept me in constructive activity. It
did not cost much. There is nothing in
the bill for something like that.

Again, could the local school district
do this? Yes; and some are able to. But
with property taxes through the roof in
so many districts—in the suburbs, in
the cities, in rural areas —most school
districts say they cannot afford it and
they simply let the localities fend for
themselves.

So there is nothing in this bill for
students who need and want a place to
go after the final bell rings.

In sum, this bill, which on first blush
does not look too bad, is a real dis-
appointment. Much of the promised
money is ‘‘phantom’’ money, and it
saddens me because our education cri-
sis is anything but ‘‘phantom.’’

The economic strength of this Na-
tion, as I mentioned at the beginning
of my little chat, is directly tied to the
ability of our schools to produce young
men and young women who are the
best, who are innovative and creative
and analytical, skilled in math and
science and technology and commu-
nications.

Just today I introduced legislation
with the Senator from Virginia, Mr.
ROBB, and the Senator from Massachu-
setts, Mr. KERRY, and the Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, which talks
about how we are using foreign work-
ers for the most highly skilled profes-

sions because we do not have enough
Americans to fill those positions. Let’s
make sure we have enough Americans 5
and 10 and 15 years from now to fill
those positions. This bill does not do it.

In my view, we should be doing much
more for our kids and for schools than
what we would do in this bill, even if
all the funding was real. This is the one
place we should be spending more
money. We should be spending it intel-
ligently. We should be spending it with
standards. I believe we should not have
social promotion. I believe teachers
should have standards and be tested
and meet certain levels. But we should
be spending it. This bill, even if the
gimmicks were eliminated, basically
treads water. With the gimmicks in it,
it means we are drowning. I am dis-
appointed we can’t produce a bill that
does more for our kids and, particu-
larly, that there is funding here that
we know is a phantom. The least we
should do is make sure the 100,000
teachers provision is real and whole be-
cause our problems are not about to
fade away.

We need to embark on a massive ef-
fort to improve education. If the Fed-
eral Government can help do that, I
think we should.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. SCHUMER. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from New

York talked about the 100,000 teachers
program, the program to try to reduce
class size all around this country and
improve schools, improve learning as a
result.

I came from a markup of the appro-
priations bill that will provide the re-
sources for various education func-
tions. We had a discussion in that
markup on this subject. It is the case,
as the Senator from New York indi-
cates, that unless something affirma-
tively is done, we will come to the next
school year and 25 or 30,000 teachers
across this country, teachers in every
State, will get a pink slip saying: You
are not any longer hired under this
program.

Last year, during the negotiation
over the budget and appropriations be-
tween President Clinton and the Re-
publicans and Democrats in Congress, a
program was both authorized and fund-
ed that said it shall be the objective in
this country to reduce class size and
provide teachers to help accomplish
that. Why? Because we know kids learn
better in smaller classes. Does a kid
have more attention from the teacher
and more individualized instruction in
a class with 15 or 16 students than with
30 students? The answer is, yes, of
course. From study after study, in
State after State, we understand it
makes a difference in a child’s edu-
cation to reduce class size.

Unless this Congress continues to
fund that effort, up to 30,000 teachers
will be fired. Isn’t it the case that this
program was authorized last year and
appropriated last year, almost 1 year
ago now? And the bill that will come to

the floor tomorrow, by the way, will
propose that we not fund that, that we
decide not to fund that program; isn’t
that the case? And isn’t it the case
that we will have to wage a fight on
the floor of the Senate for an amend-
ment that affirmatively says: We as a
country want to retain and continue
this objective of reducing class size to
improve education and improve the op-
portunities of young children to learn
in schools?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator from North Dakota, he
is right on the money, literally and
figuratively—literally because, as I un-
derstand it, this proposal says they are
going to use $1.2 billion, the amount we
need to continue the program of hiring
100,000 new teachers, but then it says
only if it is authorized. The Senator
may correct me if I am wrong, but I be-
lieve the program is not authorized and
there is virtually no chance we will au-
thorize it this year. Am I right about
that?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from New
York is correct. There is a cir-
cumstance in the markup document
that we saw today, and that we took
action on this afternoon, that says
there will be money available, if au-
thorized. But, of course, the authoriza-
tion committee is not going to be on
the floor reauthorizing elementary and
secondary education. It sets up a cir-
cumstance where they know and we
know they will not continue this pro-
gram to reduce class size.

How do you reduce class size? You
hire additional teachers. We don’t have
a large role in education at the Federal
level. Most of elementary and sec-
ondary education is handled locally.
Local school boards, State govern-
ments, and others decide the kind of
education system they want. What we
have done is establish national objec-
tives. One of our objectives is to say we
can improve education, we know how
to improve education, if we can devote
more resources to teachers in order to
have more teachers and reduce class
size.

Walk into a classroom bursting with
30 children. Then ask yourself, does
that teacher have the same capability
to affect each of those children’s lives
that a teacher who is teaching 15 chil-
dren would have in the same class-
room? The answer is, no, of course not.
That is why this is so important.

There is nothing much more impor-
tant in this country than education.
Almost everything we are and every-
thing we have been and almost all we
will become as a country is as a result
of this country deciding education is a
priority, that every young child in this
country shall have the opportunity to
become the best they can be.

I walked into a school one day in
North Dakota. I have told about it on
the floor of the Senate. A little third
grader—this was a school with almost
all young Indian children—whose name
was Rosie said to me: Mr. Senator, are
you going to build us a new school? Re-
grettably, I couldn’t say yes; I don’t
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have the money. I don’t have the au-
thorization. I don’t have the capa-
bility. But she needs a new school. One
hundred and fifty kids, one water foun-
tain, and two bathrooms crammed in a
building that in large part is con-
demned. These kids need new schools.
They need smaller classrooms, better
teachers.

How do we do that? We devote re-
sources to it. If we have $792 billion to
give in a tax cut over the next 10 years,
maybe there ought to be some money
to care about Rosie and to care about
other kids crammed into classrooms
across this country, classrooms that
are too crowded, classrooms where
learning isn’t accomplished, where we
know it can be accomplished if we have
more teachers and reduce the size of
the classroom. Isn’t that the substance
of this debate? Isn’t that why it is im-
portant?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I have
to go to another meeting with folks
from Binghamton, but the Senator is
on the money again. We need to help
improve our educational system. In-
stead of moving forward, this bill is a
step backward on teachers and smaller
class size, on school construction,
afterschool programs.

I urge all of my colleagues, Repub-
lican and Democrat, in the Senate to
reject this bill until it does good for
education. I thank my colleague from
North Dakota for bringing forward
these points so eloquently and so force-
fully.

With that, I yield back my time.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how

much time remains on our side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-

TON). Eighteen minutes 24 seconds.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are

debating a continuing resolution for 3
weeks. The continuing resolution,
which probably doesn’t mean much to
a lot of people, commonly called a CR
here in Congress—means we continue
the appropriations level of those appro-
priated accounts that now exist for a
time until the appropriations bills are
debated and voted on by the Congress.

Normally, we should do that by Sep-
tember 30, and then, by October 1, the
new fiscal year starts. When the new
fiscal year starts, the new appropria-
tions bills which we have passed come
into effect and provide the funding. Be-
cause we have not passed, finally, be-
tween the House and the Senate, appro-
priations bills from the conference re-
ports, we don’t have funding that is as-
sured for the coming fiscal year. There-
fore, there will be a continuing resolu-
tion.

Why haven’t we passed the appropria-
tions bills coming out of a conference
with the House of Representatives? The
answer is, simply, we have not been
able to do that because the money
doesn’t exist to fit all of the priorities
in the budget that was passed by the
Republicans this spring.

We can have a long debate about pri-
orities: What is important and what
isn’t; what works, what doesn’t; what

we should do and what we should not
do for the future of this country. Ear-
lier this year, we had a debate in part
about that with respect to the budget.
I said then that 100 years from now,
when we are all dead and gone, those
who want to evaluate what we were
about, what we thought was important,
what our priorities were, can take a
look at the Federal budget and evalu-
ate what we decided to invest in, what
we wanted to spend money on. Did we
decide education was a priority, health
care, health care research, food safety,
or family farmers? Go down the list;
there are literally hundreds of prior-
ities. One could evaluate what people
thought was important by evaluating
what they decided to put in their budg-
et and then what they decided to fund.

The two largest appropriations bills
have been held until the end of this
Congress because the money didn’t
exist to fund them. We have budget
caps that everyone in this Chamber
knows do not now fit. We finish appro-
priating money for defense and a num-
ber of other agencies and then come to
the remaining appropriations bills and
are told: You have to do a 17-percent,
27-percent, or 30-percent across-the-
board cut in all of these other issues:
education, health care, and more.

That is not something anyone would
bring to the floor of the Senate. So we
start doing creative financing. The ma-
jority party said: We can solve this
problem by creating a 13th month.

That was one of the ideas last week
or the week before. We can just de-
scribe a 13th month. If you could just
have a 13th month, then you could
move money around and pretend you
had solved the problem.

Well, the Washington Post wrote
about that and said ‘‘GOP Seeks to
Ease Crunch with 13-month Fiscal
Year.’’ That didn’t work real well be-
cause nobody knew what to call it. Of
course, folks immediately described it
as smoke and mirrors and not a very
thoughtful approach.

The Wall Street Journal wrote this
article: ‘‘GOP Uses Two Sets of
Books.’’ It describes ‘‘double count-
ing.’’ Of course, that doesn’t work real
well either. Double entry bookkeeping
doesn’t mean you can use the same dol-
lars twice. Some described a new ac-
counting system using two sets of
books. That hasn’t turned out to work
real well either.

Now we have what is called ‘‘virtual
money.’’ I heard somebody described
funding for a ‘‘virtual university’’ that
Governors want to create. I thought
that was appropriate. We now have a
‘‘virtual funding’’ scheme for the larg-
est appropriations bill. We will see how
that works.

This process, at the end of this ses-
sion of Congress, is about as disorga-
nized and messy as any I have seen in
the years I have served in Congress.
This isn’t the way to do the Senate’s
work or the country’s work. The
thoughtful way to do it is to pass ap-
propriations bills, one by one, during

this year when they should be passed,
go to conference, reach accommoda-
tions and compromise between the
House and Senate, between Repub-
licans and Democrats, between the
Congress and the President, and then
fund the programs that are important
for this country’s future.

None of that is happening. Earlier
today, the majority leader indicated on
one of the very important appropria-
tions bills that I care about—the Agri-
culture appropriations bill—that the
conference was ‘‘ongoing.’’ He said, in
response to the Senator from Min-
nesota, the conference is underway. I
pointed out that the conference isn’t
underway. I am a conferee. That con-
ference hasn’t met for a week.

I went back to my office after point-
ing that out to the majority leader and
I read this memo that was sent to all
conferees. This is from a staff person
with the Republican majority on the
conference dealing with agriculture.
Mind you, there is not much that is
more important as an issue to my
State, North Dakota, than agriculture
and the health of family farming. We
face a very serious crisis with the col-
lapse of grain prices, and dried up trade
markets, and a whole range of issues,
such as sprout damage with our grain,
and just a range of issues. We are in a
real crisis.

We passed a bill on August 4 in the
Senate to try to respond to the needs
of family farmers. Then, for 6 or 7
weeks, there was this foot dragging
with nothing happening. We finally
went to conference last week, and it
was adjourned abruptly and there has
been no meeting since.

The majority leader said the con-
ference is meeting. It isn’t meeting.
After I had that dialog with the major-
ity leader, I received this today from a
staffer, a Republican staffer, on the
conference, apparently:

As of this morning, the Senate Majority
Leader signed off on a package which was of-
fered from the Speaker—

Speaker of the House—
to resolve our stalled agriculture appropria-
tions conference.

It is interesting that the majority
leader signed off on a package offered
by the Speaker. If that is so, I have not
seen the package; I never heard of it.
There have been no meetings. Is there
a group in this Capitol that is deciding
what is going to happen outside the
purview of the conference? Does the
majority leader plan to tell us what is
in this package he signed off on? Is it
his decision or the Speaker’s decision
that conferences do not matter any-
more? Can they make decisions about
family farmers, agriculture, disasters,
and farm emergencies without includ-
ing input from those of us who rep-
resent farm States? Is that what is
happening?

It says:
The conference will not reconvene and all

items are closed.

I am one of the conferees. We haven’t
met for a week. We are in the middle of
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a full-scale crisis and disaster on Amer-
ica’s family farms. A week ago, we had
100,000 hogs floating dead in the Caro-
linas, a million chickens, untold cattle,
crops devastated up and down the east
coast from Hurricane Floyd. You think
they don’t have a disaster? You think
they don’t have a crisis? That needs to
be addressed in this conference. How is
it going to be addressed? Who is going
to do it?

The conference was adjourned. Do
you know why it was adjourned? Be-
cause some on the conference—on the
Republican side in the House—didn’t
like what we did in the Senate with re-
spect to embargoes on food and medi-
cine. What we did, in a bipartisan way,
with Senators ASHCROFT and DODD, was
say that we ought not ever use food as
a weapon again. We are sick and tired
of it. Iran, Iraq, North Korea, Cuba,
you name it—when you slap an embar-
go on countries that are not behaving
well and you include in that the cut off
of food and medicine to those coun-
tries, you shoot yourself in the foot.
We all know it. We have known it for 40
years. This Senate, by 70 votes, said it
is time to stop that—no more food em-
bargoes or using food as a weapon.

Well, we got to conference and the
Republicans on the House side didn’t
like that, and so they adjourned and
haven’t met since. Now I am told, by
notification of a staffer, that the con-
ference is over, the conference will not
reconvene, all items are closed and, as
of this morning, Senate Majority Lead-
er LOTT has signed off on a package
that was offered from Speaker HASTERT
to resolve our stalled appropriations
conference.

That is some bipartisan way to run a
Senate or a Congress. It shortchanges
America’s family farmers, and it short-
changes those of us who serve here who
are supposed to have an opportunity to
serve on these conference committees.
In my judgment, it really turns a blind
eye to the needs of rural America.

We will discuss this at some greater
length, but we have to do a continuing
resolution now—that is what this de-
bate is about—because this bill wasn’t
done. This bill wasn’t done because we
have been stalling for months and
months because they didn’t feel they
had the money to do it. Then we have
full-scale emergencies arise with the
collapse of grain prices, Hurricane
Floyd, a drought in some parts of the
country, and, finally, it is decided we
have to do some kind of a bill and then
it gets into conference, and we have all
these folks who can’t decide to agree,
so they just quit. The majority leader
and the Speaker made a decision on
how this is going to go, and they will
bring it to the floor.

That is not satisfactory to me and
my colleagues, a number of whom serve
on this conference committee and have
waited for that conference committee
to be called back into session. That is
not the way to do business. A CR is not
the way to do business, and we all
know it. I am not going to object to a

3-week continuing resolution. I will
vote for it. I told Senator DASCHLE I
will vote for it. But we all know it rep-
resents a failure of this Senate to get
its business done on time, a failure of
the Senate to describe the right prior-
ities and support them.

I hope this is the last of those kinds
of failures. I hope that at the end of 3
weeks, we will have had the oppor-
tunity to debate, offer amendments,
and consider a range of opinions in this
Chamber on a range of issues, going
from education to farm policy, and
more.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the time
be charged equally to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will
use my leader time to address the
pending issue for a couple of minutes.

It is with some reluctance that we
find ourselves in a situation of having
to support a continuing resolution for
the next 3 weeks. Although most
Democrats will support this resolution,
I don’t know that our caucus will be
united in its support. And on behalf of
those of us who are supportive, I think
it has to be said—and I haven’t had the
good fortune to hear any of the de-
bate—we do so with great reluctance
and great disappointment. We hope
this will be the only CR that will be
voted on and addressed this year.

Our Republican colleagues made
three promises last spring. The first
promise was, they would not use Social
Security trust funds to pay for other
government programs; the second
promise was, there would be no lifting
of the discretionary spending caps,
that we could live within the caps we
all agreed to in 1997; the third promise
or commitment was, we would meet
the deadlines.

We all understand the new fiscal year
begins October 1, and we strive to com-
plete our work by the first day of the
new fiscal year. Here we are, a couple
of days away from the new fiscal year,
and what has happened? Our Repub-
lican colleagues told Members during
the budget debate: No, we really don’t
want any Democratic amendments. We
will do this on our own. We will pass a
Republican budget—not a bipartisan
budget but a Republican budget. That
Republican budget passed without
Democratic support and without Demo-
cratic involvement.

We then had a Finance Committee
markup, and our Republican colleagues
again said: No, we really don’t want
any Democratic input. We will pass a
tax cut of a magnitude that goes way
beyond anything the Democrats could

support—recognizing it cuts into the
very investments we have expressed so
much concern about today, recognizing
it cuts into Social Security as they
promised they would not do.

Then we had the appropriations proc-
ess. With the exceptions of the VA/HUD
and defense bills, Democratic Members
were largely shut out of the appropria-
tions subcommittee markups, the full
committee markups, and the con-
ferences with the House

We hate to say we told you so, but
that is exactly where we are today: We
told you so. We knew they could not do
what they said they were going to do
earlier this spring and this summer. We
knew ultimately they would have to
cut Social Security to get to this
point, and they have. We knew they
would probably be forced to increase
the caps, and now they have admitted
that is most likely what they will do.
We knew they wouldn’t make the dead-
line, and, unfortunately, that too has
come to pass.

Our Republican colleagues are com-
ing to the floor now asking we join
with them in passing a continuing res-
olution to give them 3 more weeks in
spite of the fact we were told they real-
ly didn’t need our help this spring,
they didn’t need it this summer. In
fact, one of the leadership in the
House, Congressman DELAY, was
quoted as saying: We are going to trap
the Democrats. We are going to trap
them into recognizing they have to use
Social Security. They have to break
the caps.

I have to say, this is no way to legis-
late. The word I use to describe our
current appropriations and budget cir-
cumstances is ‘‘chaos.’’ In all the years
I have been here, I don’t recall a time
when there has been greater appropria-
tions disarray than there is right now.
I frankly don’t know whether we can
put it back together in 3 weeks. But we
ought to try. We know we cannot go
home until this is done. We are hope-
ful.

I was a little concerned when the
Speaker was asked, Will you shut the
Government down? He said, I hope that
won’t be necessary, or something to
that effect. I would have hoped there
could have been a more definitive
statement—that under no cir-
cumstances would the Government be
shut down.

Our Republican colleagues are in a
box. They violated their promises on
Social Security and raising the caps
and not meeting the deadlines. They
can’t mask it over now with some cha-
rade of bipartisanship when, up until
this point, there has not been any.

Democrats have voted in good faith
on many occasions, opting to move this
process along with an expectation and
hope that somehow in conference or at
some point prior to the end of the fis-
cal year we could come together. That
hasn’t happened yet. As a result of our
inability to come together, the Presi-
dent is now threatening to veto up to
six of the thirteen appropriations bills.
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And after he vetoes them, then where
are we?

This is a disappointing day. Repub-
lican responsibility day is October 1.
Republican responsibility day is the
day when we should all ask the ques-
tion, Have the promises been kept? On
Social Security, the answer is no. On
keeping the caps, the answer is no. On
meeting the deadline, the answer is no.

Now we are faced with an appropria-
tions dilemma on education. They have
cut education budgets by 17 percent.
They are using a new, extraordinarily
innovative approach to offsetting the
shortfall in education by moving
money we have already appropriated
out of defense into education. They
will then make defense whole again by
declaring billions of defense spending
an emergency. If that isn’t the most
extraordinary demonstration of flim-
flam budgeting, I don’t know what is.

This is quite a moment. We have not
yet talked about education. We will
save that for tomorrow. I am dis-
appointed we have to be here today
with the recognition that those prom-
ises have not been kept, that we do
need a 3-week CR, that we are facing
up to six vetoes, and that we haven’t
been able to come together as Demo-
crats and Republicans in a bipartisan
way to resolve these problems before it
is too late.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to

talk about the budget gridlock we are
now facing. We are considering a con-
tinuing resolution today because Con-
gress has failed to do its job. Congress
is supposed to pass the 13 appropria-
tions bills by the new fiscal year. The
fiscal year starts October 1. To date,
only 1 of the 13 appropriations bills has
been signed into law—1.

This is failure on a grand scale. If
you look back over the last several
years, in 1995, 5 appropriations bills
had not been acted on and had to be
wrapped into a year-end omnibus meas-
ure. In 1996, it went to 6 appropriations
bills that had to be wrapped in one
package, put on the desk of Members
with no chance for review and voted up
or down. In 1998, it was 8 appropria-
tions bills that had not been acted on
in a timely fashion, that had to be
wrapped together. This year maybe we
are headed for 12. I do not know. Maybe
we can get some others done. But so
far, only 1 of the 13 appropriations bills
has been signed into law.

Does anyone see a pattern here? Does
anyone see we have gone from 6 appro-
priations bills in 1996 not enacted to 8
in 1998 and now we have only 1 done on
the eve of the new fiscal year? Our Re-
publican colleagues who are in charge
here, in the House and the Senate, bear
responsibility for this failure to get the
job done.

I must say, the other side promised
very clearly three things. They said
they would get the budget done on
time this year. They failed. They said
they would hold to the spending caps
that were put in place by the 1997 bi-

partisan budget agreement. They
failed. They said they would not raid
Social Security. They failed. On each
and every one of these counts, our Re-
publican colleagues have gone back on
what they promised. In each and every
case, they have said one thing to the
American public and done another
thing in Congress.

I understand today they are getting
really creative. Today, the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee came up with
$15 billion for the Labor-HHS bill.
Where did they get it? They borrowed
it from the defense bill. That is a new
tactic. We have already passed the De-
fense bill. That is not signed either, by
the way. Now they decide to go and
borrow from that bill, they will put it
over in the Labor bill, they will spend
it there, and then they will come ca-
reening back and say they need emer-
gency spending for the Defense bill. All
of a sudden everything is an emergency
with our colleagues on the other side of
the aisle.

There are things that really are
emergencies. The agriculture situation
facing this country, that is an emer-
gency. Hurricane Floyd, that is an
emergency. But our Republican col-
leagues are calling everything an emer-
gency. They are calling the census an
emergency—the census. We do that
every 10 years. We have done that since
we started as a country and now they
are calling that an emergency; some-
thing that was not foreseen, an emer-
gency, something we did not know was
coming.

I must say, the former House Appro-
priations Committee chairman, the
former Speaker-to-be, Bob Livingston,
said:

. . . the census has been with us since the
conception of the Constitution of the United
States. This is not an emergency.

He is right. This is not an emergency.
Nor is it an emergency as they have
now designated the LIHEAP program,
that is low-income heating assistance.
We have had that program for 20 years.
Now they say that is an emergency.

Mr. President, we have heard a lot in
the last few days. We heard we were
going to a 13th month; that was going
to solve the problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 1
hour of debate for the minority has
now expired and 54 minutes 53 seconds
remain to the majority.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for 30 additional
seconds, if I might, and ask for it to be
added on both sides.

Mr. THOMAS. The request is for 30
seconds?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the

other point that should be made is now
our friends on the other side have
started the raid on the Social Security
trust fund. That is wrong. I had a re-
porter ask me: Senator, didn’t you put
them in this box a number of years ago
during the balanced budget debate by
insisting we not raid Social Security?

I said:
Absolutely, I am proud of it. We should not

raid Social Security. If they want additional
spending, they ought to pay for it. And they
ought to do it without raiding Social Secu-
rity. That ought to be a litmus test for any
budget.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would

like to make a few comments about
where we are, what we are faced with
this afternoon, and what we are faced
with over the next few weeks. We have
heard, of course, a great deal from my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
some of which is a little hard to under-
stand, I believe, but nevertheless I
guess legitimate conversation.

We, of course, are prepared now to
take a vote within the next hour, or
less, on the idea of a continuing resolu-
tion. It is not a new idea. It is one that
has been used a number of times.
Would we all like to be through now?
Of course we would. This matter of ap-
propriations is a very difficult task.

I must tell you at the outset, one of
the bills I have had in since I have been
in the Congress—I brought it with me
from the legislature in Wyoming—says
we ought to have a biennial budget. In-
stead of going through this every year,
we ought to do it every 2 years: Budget
1 year, appropriations the other year,
which would give us more opportunity
to have the kind of oversight Congress
is responsible to do, but we do not do
that. We go through this each year. Un-
fortunately, the appropriations be-
comes kind of the direction for the
Congress, which is wrong. It seems to
me we ought to set our priorities, do
that in the authorizing committees,
and then we fund it.

The process, of course, is to have a
budget. The budget was passed this
year on time. The budget is designed to
break down the total revenue, the total
amount we are willing to spend, break
it down by various subcommittees
within the appropriations, and those
are the amount of dollars with which
each has to work. So we have done
that, of course.

This is a pretty positive year in
many ways. I certainly wish we were
further along. I think everyone does for
various reasons. I have a few ideas as
to why we are not, I might say to my
friends on the other side. But there are
some positive things about which we
ought to talk. How long has it been, I
say to my friend, how long has it been
since we have had a balanced budget?
How long has it been since we have had
income more than our expenditures?
Has it been 25 years? Has it been 30
years? I think so. I think so. So this is
kind of a positive thing about which we
are talking.

This year’s caps were less than last
year’s. Why? Because last year we took
some out of this year to pay for it. This
year’s caps were less than last year’s. I
would like to stay with the caps; I
voted for the caps. But when we bring
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up the kind of emergencies that my
friend from North Dakota insisted on
in agriculture—good idea? Sure. Never-
theless, that is over the caps, isn’t it?
That is an expenditure, and we have
had a good deal of that.

We have some positive things. We
will not get into Social Security. We
have not gotten into Social Security.
That is one of the things we are dedi-
cated not to do. We had about $14 bil-
lion, I believe, in this budget, that is
not Social Security, and we are not
going to spend Social Security. That is
a commitment that we have.

What are the pressures? The pres-
sures have constantly been, from the
White House, from the other side of the
aisle, for more spending. That is the
principle of this administration: Spend
more. Spend more taxes.

We are not willing to do that. On the
contrary, we have been dedicated to
keeping spending down, keeping Gov-
ernment size down. So it is not an easy
project.

I am not an appropriator. I am not
familiar with the processes that have
gone on internally within the com-
mittee. Talk about not being in-
volved—I don’t know that. But I do
know this has been a very difficult
task. I am told within these 13 bills,
about 12 of them that have pretty
much been completed on this floor are
within the spending caps—except for
the emergencies. Emergencies in mili-
tary? Of course. Not a bad idea—
Kosovo, all those kinds of things that
were here to do something to strength-
en the military, to which everyone on
this floor agrees.

These are the kinds of things, cer-
tainly, that got us where we are. One of
the reasons it has been difficult, of
course, it has been hard to move things
on the floor. We, just this last week,
have gone through a couple of filibus-
ters, as a matter of fact, in which the
very folks who have been up this after-
noon talking participated. That kept
us for 2 or 3 days talking about MMS,
Minerals Management Service. That is
one of the reasons we are where we are.
It has been difficult to move along that
way. But that is the way a legislative
body works.

We tried very hard to do some things
to ensure Social Security would be
kept as it was—the Social Security
lockbox. How many times did we bring
that up? There was unwillingness to
accept it on the other side of the aisle.
They did not want to do it, so we put
that aside.

They have not been willing to talk
about what we want to do with Social
Security and individual accounts so
that the money will be there.

When there is surplus money in this
place, it will be spent. Could we get tax
relief? No. No, our friends on the other
side of the aisle did not want to do
that; we ought to keep this money here
so we can spend it. That is how we get
into some of these things.

I am persuaded there has to be a sys-
tem if you have excess money: You ei-

ther have to get it out to people on So-
cial Security, put it in those accounts,
or you have to give it back to the peo-
ple who paid it, if there is an excess
amount of money.

No, they do not want to do that.
What they want to do is spend more of
it. That is where we got into this.

Gridlock? Yes, indeed, we have had
some gridlock. I have been here for less
than one term, but I do not believe I
have seen as much gridlock as there
has been this year in terms of bringing
up amendments to bills we have had to
take 2 or 3 days to deal with, con-
stantly bringing up an agenda that was
different from the agenda that was on
the floor.

These are the things that, to me, cer-
tainly, have created difficulties in get-
ting our task done. I agree, however,
that is our task, that is what we are
here to do, and I am disappointed we
have not gotten it done by the end of
the fiscal year. But we have not.

We are not going to allow ourselves
to get into the position—I do not think
anyone wants to have that happen—
where there is a closure and a shut-
down of the Government. Certainly we
are not interested in allowing that to
happen, or encouraging it to happen, or
promoting an opportunity for it to hap-
pen. Indeed, we want to move forward
with the appropriations as they should
be dealt with, and we are persuaded
that is the thing we are going to talk
about doing.

Again, however, I do think there are
some very positive things that have
happened. For the first time in 25
years, we are not spending Social Secu-
rity money, we are not spending deficit
money in this budget. It has been a
very long time since that has hap-
pened.

Mr. President, I suspect what we
ought to do is move forward. I yield
back the time allotted to the Members
on this side of the aisle and ask—I was
going to ask for the yeas and nays, but
I don’t think I can do that. I ask unani-
mous consent that the vote on adop-
tion of House Joint Resolution 68 occur
at 5:15 this evening and that paragraph
4 of rule XII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Pre-
siding Officer, in his capacity as a Sen-
ator from the State of Washington, re-
serves the right to object and suggests
the absence of a quorum. The clerk will
call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as the fis-
cal year 2000 rapidly approaches, Re-
publicans find themselves scrambling
to pass appropriations bills before the
October 1, 1999 deadline. Once again the
majority has proven incapable of man-
aging the appropriations process. Only
four of the thirteen appropriations con-

ference agreements have been com-
pleted, and the Labor-HHS-Education
appropriations bill has yet to be voted
on in either House. I recognize there is
going to have to be some time so we
can try to work out the differences.

What has gone on this past year is
something about which we need to
talk. We know they have put the most
important of the 13 appropriations
bills, Labor-HHS, at the bottom of the
totem pole. Instead of doing this bill
first, a bill that is vital to our country
in dealing with health research and
education, it has been put at the bot-
tom. I do not think that is appropriate.

They have done all kinds of things:
The majority has added a 13th month
to the fiscal year. They are talking
about delaying tax credits for low-in-
come Americans. They are trying to
spread 1 year’s funding over 3 years.
They are talking about making certain
things an emergency, such as the cen-
sus. This is just nonsensical.

I suggest that putting off for 3 weeks
decisions we are going to have to make
is unnecessary. The majority has con-
sistently failed to finish their work on
appropriations bills. The Senator from
North Dakota, Mr. CONRAD, has done
an excellent job of illustrating this
point. We had two Government shut-
downs in 1995, and this year, rather
than developing legitimate spending
offsets to increase funding available for
the next fiscal year, we have come up
with all these gimmicks.

It is like a Ponzi scheme, a pyramid
scheme, which, if you did outside the
Halls of Congress, is illegal. We have
developed a massive Ponzi scheme
while ignoring all of the budget rules.
What they are driven toward and are
already looking for is to spend Social
Security money even though the talk
is different. They are trying to spread
this funding over 3 fiscal years, adding
a 13th month, declaring things emer-
gency that really are not emergencies,
and waiting to do the most important
bill the last, Labor-HHS. This is a
Ponzi scheme, a pyramid. It is a house
of cards that is just about to fall.

We keep delaying this. We have to sit
down and work out our differences. We
have to do the business of this country,
and that means passing the appropria-
tions bills in this body, finishing the
conferences quickly, and getting the
President to sign these bills.

If we have to do a continuing resolu-
tion that takes us through the year on
some or all of these appropriations
bills, we have to get to that right now.
We have spent a lot of time treading
water and going nowhere. Extending
this funding for 3 weeks is doing just
that, it is treading water.

We have to start doing something
that is meaningful, and that means
making tough decisions. Tough deci-
sions, is not extending the year for an-
other month. It is not declaring things
like the census an emergency. It is not
using welfare moneys that the Gov-
ernors have kept to offset the problems
we are having here. The Governors
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should be able to use that money any
way they want. And there are many
other things they have attempted to do
in an effort to avoid the tough deci-
sions. The tough decisions have to be
made. They should be made now rather
than prolonging this for 3 weeks.

Mr. President, has there been a time
set for a vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). Not yet.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I yield
such of the Republican time to myself
as I may use. And for the information
of the Senator from Nevada, I believe I
may be the last speaker on this side,
and I have been instructed, unless
someone else on this side comes to
speak later, when I have finished, to
yield back the remainder of our time,
and we will vote then, which probably
means a vote before 5:30.

Mr. REID. The minority’s time is all
used.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, yester-
day in this Chamber, I was engaged in
what I believe was a debate on a fan-
tasy. The minority party spent a great
deal of time debating two resolutions
on education, one proposed by their
side and one proposed by our side, with
the resolution proposed by their side
based on the proposition that Repub-
lican appropriations bills were going to
reduce the amount of money spent on
education from last year by some 17
percent.

That resolution was long and de-
tailed, and ‘‘17-percent cut,’’ ‘‘17-per-
cent reductions’’ appeared all the way
through it.

I say this was a fantasy debate be-
cause by the time the debate began,
every member of the Appropriations
Committee knew that not only was
education not being reduced in the Re-
publican proposal but it was being
rather significantly increased, in fact,
being increased by some $500 million
more than the amount for education
recommended by President Clinton in
his budget at the beginning of this
year. So there was the exercise of a
process of beating a dead horse for at
least an hour on the other side of the
aisle before we voted on our respective
proposals.

There was a significant second dif-
ference in that debate over education
that was not a fantasy and was not
beating a dead horse because the
Democratic proposal was that we do
more of the same thing that we have
been doing the last 30 years with re-
spect to our Federal involvement in
education, without any particular or
notable success, while we on our side
were proposing not only that we focus
more of our attention in dollars on
education but that we begin to trust
the parents and professional educators
and principals and superintendents and
elected school board members across
the United States of America to make
the decisions about the education of
their children, which they have de-

voted their lives to doing, rather than
making all of these decisions and say-
ing that the same rules should apply to
a rural district in North Carolina as
apply to an urban district in Massachu-
setts.

That is a real debate. It is a debate
which I suspect we will be engaged in
tomorrow when we take up the appro-
priations bill for Labor-Health and
Human Services, and it is a debate in
which we will be engaged in, in an even
more spirited fashion, when we come
up to the renewal of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

But in the course of the last hour, it
seems to me, we have been engaged in
another fantasy debate. The minority
leader, and several of his members,
have been on the floor making a num-
ber of statements that have very little
relationship to the reality that is be-
fore us at the present time. They said,
among other things, that they were cut
out of the debate on a budget resolu-
tion. They were not. They voted
against a budget resolution, not on the
grounds of its spending policies but be-
cause they were vehemently opposed to
any tax relief for the American people,
tax relief which we desired to give to
the American people.

At one level, we won that debate. We
passed significant tax relief for a wide
section of the tax-paying people. It has
been vetoed by the President. So at
that level, at least, they ultimately
won. That money will come to the
Treasury of the United States and will
stay in the Treasury of the United
States.

But they also said, now that they got
their way, now that there was no 17-
percent reduction in spending on edu-
cation—always a fantasy—now that we
are spending so much, we are raiding
the Social Security trust fund.

I am here to say these appropriations
bills do not eat into the Social Secu-
rity surplus. They do, in fact, eat into
some of the non-Social Security sur-
plus, not only for the year 2000 but
probably for the year 2001 as well. But
they are within the estimates of those
non-Social Security surpluses in the
years in which all of the moneys in
these appropriations bills will, in fact,
be spent.

That criticism, that we are raiding
the Social Security trust fund, while it
has no statistical validity, would at
least have a certain degree of moral
caution attached to it had we, during
the course of the last several weeks, in
debating appropriations bills, heard
from a single Member of the other side
that we were spending too much. But
we did not hear that at all.

In fact, an hour or so ago, when the
Appropriations Committee was approv-
ing this large bill for Labor and Edu-
cation and Health, the only significant
Democratic amendments were to spend
more money, without any offsets what-
soever. So the cries that somehow or
another we are breaking caps that that
side did not want to break or that we
are raiding the Social Security trust

fund by spending too much money are
in direct contradiction—as rhetoric—to
the actions that, in fact, have taken
place by the minority party, which
consistently has said, if anything, not
that we are spending too much money
this year but that we are spending too
little.

I have no doubt that within a few
days the President of the United
States, backed by many Members on
that side, will say; yes, we need to
spend even more money. If the Presi-
dent vetoes some of these bills, his veto
will likely be based on the fact that we
are not spending enough. And, in fact,
he will ask us to increase taxes, having
vetoed the opportunity to provide some
tax relief for the American people.

Finally, we have heard complaints
about the fact that we have not yet
completed all of our work on appro-
priations bills. That is true; we have
not. In fact, in the last 20 or 25 years,
we have only done that on one occa-
sion. If, however, within 2 days, we
complete action on the 13th and last of
these appropriations bills, at least the
Senate will have passed its versions of
all of these bills before the end of the
fiscal year.

I had to manage one of those bills,
one of the smaller of the bills, the one
dealing with the Department of the In-
terior and other similar agencies.
While it was spasmodic and interrupted
by debate on other matters, we began
the debate on that bill in the first week
of August and ended it last week. Why
did it take so long? Because one single
amendment literally was filibustered
by a Member on the other side of the
aisle—unsuccessfully, as it turned
out—delaying the passage of that bill
by a good 2 weeks, and making it cer-
tain that—just physically—we cannot
settle our differences with the House,
modest though they are, in time to
send such bill to the President of the
United States by the day after tomor-
row.

Nor has this Senator noticed that
Members of the other party were not
consulted or did not participate in the
drafting of all of these appropriations
bills. The overwhelming bulk of them
in this body—perhaps not in the House
of Representatives—were drafted in a
collegial and bipartisan fashion by the
Appropriations Committee and were
supported by most of the members of
both parties in almost every single in-
stance.

Three or 4 hours ago, we passed a
final conference report on the energy
and water appropriations bill by a vote
of 96 to 3.

Mr. President, does that sound like a
partisan exercise in the deliberations
in which one of the parties was ex-
cluded?

The Senate version of the Interior
bill passed last week, if memory serves
me correctly, by a vote of something
like 87 to 10. I pride myself, as the
chairman of that appropriations sub-
committee, in consulting with mem-
bers of both parties, listening to their
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priorities, and meeting their priorities
to the maximum possible extent. It was
in no way a partisan exercise. Last Fri-
day, a much larger and more con-
troversial bill on the Veterans’ Admin-
istration and the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development was passed
by a voice vote. No one even bothered
to ask for a rollcall because agreement
on that bill was so widespread.

Yes, it is too bad we have to pass a 3-
week continuing resolution at the
present time. It is too bad there are
differences between the House and the
Senate. It is too bad there are such dis-
agreements between the President and
the Congress. That is the way we ar-
rive, in a society such as this, at appro-
priate answers to all of these ques-
tions. It is a long way from being un-
precedented. With any luck, this year,
we won’t have one agglomeration, one
huge bill that no Member understands
at the end of this process, but we will
deal with 13 individual appropriations
bills for determining the priorities of
the United States.

Tomorrow, we will once again be en-
gaged in a debate on education, among
other subjects. I hope that debate will
be more realistic than the debate that
took place yesterday, that had no rela-
tionship to reality whatsoever, in con-
nection with the basis for the Demo-
cratic resolution on the subject.

I hope it will be on a serious subject
matter, not just of the amount of
money we in the United States are
going to devote to education—though
that is vitally important, and this bill
is quite generous in connection with
it—but on the way in which that
money ought to be spent. It ought to be
spent in a way that increases the stu-
dent performance of the children in the
United States in our schools through
grade 12 all the way across the board.

We ought to have the imagination to
revise a system that has not been a no-
table success by any stretch of the
imagination and go forward to a new
system that looks not at forms to be
filled out by school districts all across
the country, not at the presumed wis-
dom of 100 Members of this body, many
of whom seem to think they know
more about education than the profes-
sionals who deal with it every day, but
one that trusts in the genius of the
American people and the dedication of
the American educational establish-
ment to make their own decisions in
communities all across the United
States of America about what may
very well be the most important of all
of our social functions—the education
of the generation to come.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator, who is very knowledge-
able and, of course, is involved. I want
to talk about an interesting thing that
has to do with the last year Democrats
were in charge of the majority—fiscal
year 1993. I don’t think it is an excuse,

but I think it is interesting, given all
the conversation we have had.

These are the dates that the appro-
priations bills were passed in 1993: The
foreign assistance bill was passed in
the Senate on September 30 and ap-
proved on September 30; the legislative
branch bill, of course, which has to do
with operating the Congress, was
passed early, August 6, and approved on
August 11; Treasury-Postal was ap-
proved in the Senate October 26 and
signed on October 28—this, of course,
was the same fiscal year we are dealing
with now—Energy and Water was
passed on October 26, signed on October
27.

This was the year the Democrats
were in the majority. This is the kind
of thing they are talking about today.

Military construction was passed in
the Senate on October 19, signed on Oc-
tober 21; VA–HUD, October 28, when it
was approved; District of Columbia, Oc-
tober 29; Agriculture, October 21;
Labor, Health and Human Services,
Education, October 21; Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, October 27; Interior,
passed November 11 and signed; emer-
gency supplementals, of course, were
before that; Transportation, October
27; Defense, November 11; the con-
tinuing resolution, the first one, on
September 30, and a further continuing
resolution on October 29.

This was 1993. The Democrats were in
the majority. The idea of a continuing
resolution is not a brand new idea.

Mrs. LINCOLN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
that the vote occur immediately fol-
lowing the comments of the Senator
from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I am here to express

my disappointment in this process and
the vote we are about to cast this
afternoon. I will probably vote for the
continuing resolution because I don’t
want to shut down the Government. I
will also probably vote with the expec-
tation that we will get our work done
in the 3 following weeks. I am not
happy about it, and I don’t believe we
have fulfilled our obligation and com-
mitment to the American people.

For over 200 years, it has been the re-
sponsibility of Congress to pass the 13
appropriations bills that make the Fed-
eral Government tick. It is our only
constitutionally mandated responsi-
bility, the only thing we absolutely
have to do.

We have had 9 months. In the same
amount of time, I produced twins. It

wasn’t easy, but we did it. My chief of
staff, unfortunately, had an accident at
Christmas, has been through two major
surgeries, and has made a resounding
comeback, unbelievably. My legislative
director has gotten married. She has
finished law school and bought a home
in those 9 months. Amazing things can
be done if one actually works at them.

I came to Washington, sat through
an impeachment trial, bought a house,
and moved two 3-year-old boys, one
husband, and a dog to Virginia so I
could work in the Senate. It is time to
get down to work.

I fully expect us to end this monkey
business. To pass fair, thought-out ap-
propriations bills within the next 3
weeks is certainly not something we
should take for granted.

I will not support an omnibus appro-
priations package similar to the one
passed last year. One of the most
frightening stories I heard, when I first
arrived in the Senate, was the process
that happened in the last few days of
the session last year when only a cou-
ple people came around a table and de-
cided the budget for this entire Nation
without the assent of all of those who
should have been at that table. What
an irresponsible way for us, as Govern-
ment, to work on behalf of the Amer-
ican people.

This way of governing is absolutely
irresponsible, ineffective, and it is not
what I came here to do. I imagine
many of my colleagues did not come
here to act in such an irresponsible
way. To do so is to sell the American
people down the river. I hope my col-
leagues will put politics aside and get
our business done, the only constitu-
tional responsibility that we have in
this body; that is, to take care of the
American people’s business.

I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have

listened to the comments on the other
side of the aisle about the management
of things around here and how we could
not get this bill finished on time and
what a mess everything is. I remind
Senators, obviously, we are going to
have to make some major change be-
yond the process we have because it
might startle some to know that since
1950—that is almost 50 years—we have
completed our appropriations bills on
time twice—twice.

What is all the talk about? Since
1950, that side of the aisle has con-
trolled the Senate three-quarters of the
time. So three-quarters of the time
since 1950, all the appropriations bills—
including Labor, Health, and Human
Services—have been completed twice
on time and sent to the President.

I submit, if my colleagues want to
get things done on time, let’s change
the process and let’s not do it every
year; let’s do it every 2 years. At least
if we go over, we will be all right for 2
years rather than have it right back in
our laps in 6 months, doing it all over
again.
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In addition, I heard from the other

side of the aisle some comments about
how difficult it was to meet the caps,
how difficult it was not to take any
money from Social Security, as if it
were a Republican problem. One Sen-
ator—I will not use names, but the
Senator who mentioned that was a
Senator who came to the floor and
asked for $8 billion on an emergency
basis for the farm problem in America.

If my colleagues are wondering how
come we have a difficult time, it is be-
cause somebody comes down and adds
$8 billion that we did not expect to
spend and we have to accommodate in
some way so we do not use Social Secu-
rity money, and that does not make it
any easier.

I am not objecting to that. It will
probably come out of the Senate and
House before long at $7 billion, $7.5 bil-
lion, and an overwhelming number of
House Members and Senators will
think it is right. I am suggesting it is
not always those who are trying to
manage things on the majority side
who cause the problems that make it
difficult to get things done.

I do not choose to go beyond that.
The President submitted a budget to us
that was totally in error of the budget
caps. It used Social Security money.
And then we are criticized because we
are having a difficult time dealing with
it. The President had new taxes he
added and then spent them in his bill.
We have chosen to have a policy of no
new taxes to meet our appropriations
bills.

There are a number of things the
President did that we cannot do. Here
is one: The President is talking about
Medicare, saying we ought to reform it
before we have a tax cut for the Amer-
ican people. The President had $27 bil-
lion of cuts in Medicare in his budget.
He did not tell us about that. We told
you about that. It is long forgotten. In
fact, the number may be higher. It may
be 35. Anyway, it is 27 or more.

We had to pay for that in our budget;
it was not the right thing to do. The
President might have thought so, but
nobody in the Congress did. It has not
been easy.

Nonetheless, we are going to have a
pretty good year. We are going to have
a pretty good year because when we are
finished, we will have dramatically in-
creased defense, and part of it will be
an emergency because that is what it
is. We will get all the appeals done and
some of the advance funding that is le-
gitimate and right.

The President had $21 billion in ad-
vance funding, and now there are peo-
ple on the other side wondering what
that is, as if we invented it. It has been
around for a long time. In fact, there is
$11 billion of it in the budget we are
living with right now, which means
nothing more than, you account for the
money in the year in which you spend
it rather than the year in which you
appropriate it. We will have some of
that, too—maybe as much as the Presi-
dent had; I don’t know. But how are we

going to meet these targets if we are
not permitted to do that, when the
President is challenging us that we are
not doing what he wanted us to do—
that is his big challenge. How can we
do that?

I yield the floor.
DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR FUNDING

Mr. NICKLES. I would to address a
question to my friend from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of the Senate Budget
Committee. This continuing resolution
essentially funds government programs
and operations at fiscal year 1999 levels
under the authority and conditions
provided in the applicable appropria-
tions Act for fiscal year 1999. Since
Congress has not yet completed its
work on the fiscal year 2000 Interior
and Related Agencies appropriations
bill, I would conclude that Department
of Interior agencies, programs and ac-
tivities will be funded under this reso-
lution at fiscal year 1999 levels under
the policies and restrictions in effect
during fiscal year 1999.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for his question. I too
believe that this resolution will allow
Interior Department funding to be con-
tinued at fiscal year 1999 levels in ac-
cordance with fiscal year 1999 policies
through October 21, 1999.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank the Chairman.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask

for the yeas and nays on H.J. Res. 68.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint

resolution is before the Senate and
open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the ques-
tion is on the third reading of the joint
resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to a
third reading and was read the third
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint
resolution having been read the third
time, the question is, shall it pass? The
yeas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 1, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 296 Leg.]

YEAS—98

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Brownback
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Byrd
Campbell

Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Enzi
Feingold

Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe

Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Lugar

Mack
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nickles
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer

Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—1

Ashcroft

NOT VOTING—1

McCain

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 68)
was passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
proceed to a period for morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 761

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the majority
leader, after consultation with the
Democratic leader, may proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 243, S.
761, under the following limitations:
There be 1 hour for debate equally di-
vided in the usual form and the only
amendment in order to the bill be a
managers’ substitute amendment to be
offered by Senators ABRAHAM and
LEAHY. I further ask consent that fol-
lowing the use or yielding back of time
and the disposition of the substitute
amendment, the committee substitute
be agreed to, as amended, the bill be
read a third time, and the Senate pro-
ceed to a vote on passage of S. 761, with
no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I ask my
colleague from Michigan whether or
not this unanimous consent request
can be modified to include other
amendments; for example, some
amendments that deal with how we im-
prove farm policy or amendments on
minimum wage?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at
this time I cannot agree to such a
modification.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
that is the case, as I explained to the
majority leader earlier, I am deter-
mined that I am going to have an op-
portunity as a Senator from Minnesota
to come out here on the floor of the
Senate and to fight for farmers who are
losing their farms in my State, and
therefore I object.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, if I

may comment, I certainly appreciate
Senators will differ on issues, and I
have talked with the Senator from
Minnesota. I understand his feelings on
the issue he would like to include, ei-
ther in the context of legislation I am
talking about tonight or in some other
context. But I point out for the benefit
of all of our colleagues that the legisla-
tion that was the subject of this unani-
mous consent proposal, S. 761, is a very
important piece of legislation but not
one I believe should become tied up in
a variety of nongermane amendments
and debate.

The bill that would have been pro-
posed, S. 761, is essentially a bill which
would seek to make it feasible for us to
engage in electronic commercial ac-
tivities and to provide validity to what
we call digital signatures or the au-
thentication of digital signatures to
allow for the expansion and continuing
development of commercial activities
over the Internet.

This legislation is needed, and it is
my understanding, in efforts to secure
unanimous consent to go to this, we
have found as many as 99 Members in
support of this bill. That is not sur-
prising. The States are in desperate
hope we will pass this legislation and
pass it soon.

It left the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee, as the Presiding Officer knows,
being a member of the committee, with
unanimous support on a bipartisan
basis. I have been pleased to offer this
legislation, along with my colleague,
Senator WYDEN of Oregon, and a num-
ber of cosponsors.

It was basically to this point
uncontroversial. We have worked close-
ly with Senator LEAHY to come forward
with a substitute which we are pre-
pared ultimately to offer that I think
addresses some concerns that had been
expressed.

The administration has expressed its
support for the legislation as well. So I
hope that we can, if not in the context
of today, then at a point very soon,
find some manner or means to pass the
legislation and move it forward.

Every day, the expansion of those
who have access to the Internet is in-
creasing. Every day, the activities of a
commercial sort that go on through
the Internet are increasing. What the
people who are engaging in those com-
mercial activities need is a certainty
that their contracts over the Internet
will be, in fact, authenticated and
given full faith and credit. The absence
of this legislation makes that issue
somewhat in doubt.

So while 42 States, I believe, have
now passed their own digital signature
laws, no 2 of these are alike. States are
working hard at this time to come up
with a uniform system and, in fact, a
uniform code for digital signatures,
and authentication has been developed
but it has not yet been passed.

In the interim, until that happens, in
my judgment, we need to have a sys-

tem in place. This legislation would
provide it. It is strongly backed by the
high-tech industries of our country. I
know they will be contacting Members
in the hope that we can move this for-
ward because there are so many, as I
have said already, increases in the use
of the Internet for commercial activity
going on every single day.

So I deeply regret we could not move
to this legislation tonight. I hope that
as Senators with other agenda items
consider ways to bring their items to
the floor, they will find germane, as op-
posed to nongermane, vehicles to which
to offer their amendments, or at least,
at a minimum, they will not seek to
stall this legislation any further.

I think it is an important bill. I do
not think it is controversial. But I
think every day we go without its pas-
sage, we will create the potential for
greater problems in regard to the ex-
pansion of commercial activity that
takes place in this country through the
Internet and through electronic means.

So, Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Hopefully, at a date very soon, I will be
back so we can successfully move for-
ward on this legislation.

Mr. ASHCROFT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri.
Mr. ASHCROFT. I ask unanimous

consent that I be recognized to speak
for up to 30 minutes regarding the agri-
cultural embargo issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE UNILATERAL EMBARGO ON
AGRICULTURAL AND MEDICINAL
PRODUCTS
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, as I

think everyone in this Chamber under-
stands, I am advocating that there be
sanctions reform with regard to the
unilateral embargo imposed by this
country on agricultural and medicinal
products as it relates to sales in other
settings.

I say ‘‘unilateral embargo.’’ This
means that the United States alone de-
cides to deprive people in the United
States of the right to sell to some
other country. So it is not when we are
involved in multilateral embargoes but
unilateral embargoes.

Secondly, the kind of embargo we are
talking about is an embargo of medi-
cine or agriculture. We are talking
about the kind of thing that will keep
people from starving or keep people
who are in need of medicine from
dying.

Senators HAGEL, BAUCUS, DODD,
KERREY, BROWNBACK, and a host of oth-
ers have joined with me in working on
a bill that would lift embargoes of this
kind against U.S. farm products.

In a sense, the bottom line is this: We
offered our embargo proposal as an
amendment to the agricultural appro-
priations bill. That is a bill that is sup-
posed to serve the interests of farmers.
The result? I have to say that the re-
sult in the Senate was a heartwarming
and commendable result.

Senators, understanding that we
ought to improve the capacity of our
farmers to market their products
around the world, and to keep farmers
from being used as pawns in diplomatic
disputes through the imposition of uni-
lateral agricultural and medicinal em-
bargoes, considered the proposal, de-
bated the proposal, and overwhelm-
ingly concluded, in a vote of 70–28, that
we should stop using our farmers as
pawns in the world of international di-
plomacy. Also, the Senate conferees
agreed, with a vote of 8–3. Further-
more, we had the agreement of House
conferees.

So what went wrong in the con-
ference committee, after the Senate
made a part of its agricultural appro-
priations bill a reform in this way,
where farmers have been deprived of
their right to market food and medi-
cine—and pharmaceuticals are also
marketed—what happened? What hap-
pened to us?

The reason I am down here today is
to talk about that. If there is such
overwhelming support in the Congress
for such reform, what happened to the
Democratic process here?

A few Members of the House and Sen-
ate leadership decided that they did
not agree, and they basically vetoed
something that was passed by the Sen-
ate—expressed by those who represent
the people as the will of the people.

Most of the time, in order to veto the
Senate, you have to be elected Presi-
dent. But apparently sometimes you
are going to be able to overrule a 70–28
vote in the Senate by just saying that
your own position is more noteworthy
than that of a virtually overwhelming
majority of the Senate. They vetoed
the Senate-passed provision and in-
serted their own policy into the agri-
cultural appropriations bill.

I am on the floor now to let farmers
and ranchers across America know ex-
actly what happened.

First of all, I would like to explain to
America’s farmers—and particularly to
those in Missouri and the Midwest—
how I fought for their interests but was
prevented from doing what they want-
ed because of a small minority—from
the leadership—who worked against
sanctions reform.

Second, I would like to explain what
my colleagues were proposing in the
amendment with me, what was the na-
ture of this reform.

And then third, I would like to show
how it is good public policy to have a
reform in sanctions not only to help
farmers and ranchers but also how it is
good foreign policy.

Here are the events of the House-Sen-
ate conference committee.

Let me be perfectly clear. The Senate
voted on agricultural embargoes. This
was not something that was interjected
in the committee. We agreed, with a
70–28 vote, to end the embargo on farm-
ers. After I and the other sponsors of
the amendment made additional con-
cessions to those opposing sanctions
reform, the amendment was passed by
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unanimous consent in the Senate. So
not only do you have a unanimous con-
sent in the Senate, but it was after a
serious negotiation, a good-faith nego-
tiation, that followed a 70–28 vote. So
we moved to elevate this from some-
thing that was just overwhelmingly
supported to something that was
passed with unanimous consent.

Then the House-Senate conferees
began consideration of the agricultural
appropriations bill. Did they first con-
sider what was passed by the Senate?
Not really. A select few in the leader-
ship unilaterally changed the Senate-
passed amendment and imposed their
personal agenda into the conference
committee.

The House leadership offered some
sanctions reform but carved out Cuba.
At this point, the Senator from North
Dakota stood up for our farmers and
for the will of the Senate and asked
that the Senate amendment, as passed,
be considered.

Very frankly, I would not think it
would be necessary to take a unani-
mous consent passage, that had fol-
lowed a 70–28 vote prior to the final de-
tails being worked out to harmonize
things—that it would be necessary to
have an extraordinary event in the
conference committee to ask that that
just be considered in the committee.
But, as I indicated, the Senator from
North Dakota stood up for the farmers
in my State and across the Midwest
and America and stood up for the will
of the Senate, as expressed in the unan-
imous consent and the 70–28 vote.

So, again, the Senate conferees over-
whelmingly voted to reinstate the
amendment we had passed on the floor.
The Senate conferees said: Wait a sec-
ond. This is an effort by some leaders
to substitute their own judgment for
the expressed will of the Senate that
was overwhelmingly passed by a vote
of 70–28, and then negotiated further to
gain unanimous consent, and it at least
ought to be in the bill.

I am grateful to the Senator from
North Dakota, and I appreciate his ef-
fort. At this point, the House conferees
were to vote. It was at this point that
the democratic process broke down.
The conference was shut down for a
week because the Senate and the House
conferees decided they would stand
strong. They made a decision to vote
the will of their constituents instead of
the dictates of a few leaders in the Con-
gress.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Missouri yield for a brief
question?

Mr. ASHCROFT. I am happy to yield.
Mr. DORGAN. I was in the Chamber

and I heard the presentation by the
Senator from Missouri and wanted to
make a brief comment and end with a
question.

The proposal that was offered in the
Senate by Senator ASHCROFT and Sen-
ator DODD said it is inappropriate to
continue to use food as a weapon and
that food and medicine ought not be
part of embargoes that we apply

against other countries for bad behav-
ior. That proposal was passed by the
Senate overwhelmingly, as the Senator
from Missouri just described. The
Ashcroft-Dodd provision once and for
all would break the back of those who
continue to want to use food and medi-
cine as a weapon. What a wonderful
thing it would be to have that happen.
I was so delighted when it passed the
Senate. Unfortunately, the Senator
from Missouri correctly describes what
happened in conference.

We, in the conference on the Senate
side, insisted on the Senate provi-
sions—that is, the Ashcroft-Dodd pro-
vision that says no more food and med-
icine being used as a weapon or used as
part of embargoes or sanctions. We said
we insist on that position.

It was clear that had there been a
vote of the House conferees, they would
have voted in favor of the Senate posi-
tion. That was clear. So what hap-
pened? They decided to adjourn rather
than allow the House conferees to vote.
That was a week ago. A week later, the
conference has not met. I have received
an e-mail, I say to my colleague from
Missouri. I will read a sentence or so
from it.

This is e-mail is from a staff person
dealing with the appropriations con-
ference. It was sent to me as a con-
feree: As of this morning, the Senate
Majority Leader signed off on a plan
which was offered by the Speaker of
the House to resolve the stalled agri-
culture appropriations conference.

It describes what was resolved, one of
which was to drop the Ashcroft-Dodd
provision which, in effect, says, let’s
discontinue these sanctions on food
and medicine.

Then it says: The conference will not
reconvene and all items are now closed.

My point is, this is not a way to run
this place. We didn’t have input. We
didn’t have opportunities, after the
first vote in which the Senate insisted
on the provision by the Senator from
Missouri, the Ashcroft-Dodd provision.
After we insisted on that provision,
which passed overwhelmingly here, the
conference adjourned. And then some
other people who are unnamed and who
are unknown to me met someplace—I
know not where—and made a decision
that we have a different approach.
They essentially said here is what you
are going to have, and all items are
closed, and you have no opportunity to
debate it.

That way of doing things is not good
for family farmers, not good for this
country. It is not a good way to make
public policy.

I ask the Senator from Missouri, as I
close—and I thank him very much for
allowing me to interrupt his state-
ment—is it not the case that when the
Senate passed this with 70 votes and
then by unanimous vote following that,
that we felt in the Senate we had fi-
nally broken the back of this effort to
always use food and medicine as weap-
ons? We finally said to the country, it
is inappropriate; we are going to stop it

once and for all. Isn’t it the case that
if we had had a vote in the conference,
from all that he knows, that that vote
would have overwhelmingly said we
support this position to stop using food
and medicine as a weapon, and we can
make this public law, but, in fact, it
was short-circuited somewhere, and
that short circuit really shortchanges
our country? That it shortchanges the
public policy the Senator from Mis-
souri was proposing?

Mr. ASHCROFT. I am very pleased to
respond to those questions. There is a
very strange anomaly here. What ap-
pears to be fundamentally and unmis-
takably clear is that the conference
committee was not shut down because
it couldn’t work. The conference com-
mittee was shut down because it was
about to work. The conference com-
mittee was discontinued and suspended
in its operation, not because they
couldn’t come to an agreement but be-
cause it was on the verge of an agree-
ment. They were on the verge of agree-
ing how, House and Senate conferees
together, this important kind of reform
related to the embargoes of food and
medicine, that important kind of re-
form should be included in what we are
doing.

It was not the breakdown of the
democratic process. It was the suspen-
sion of the democratic process. The
real threat was not that democracy
doesn’t work. The threat was that de-
mocracy would work. It was going to
work against the interests of a very
few people.

After all, the vote in the Senate was
70 to 28, before we made the harmo-
nizing concessions that brought us to a
place of unanimous consent. So there
were very few people here who sought
to displace the will of what had ap-
peared to be the conference committee
and which was clearly the expressed
overwhelming will of the Senate. This
veto power is strange indeed, especially
when the democratic process was in the
process of working itself.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, is it the
case, I inquire of the Senator from Mis-
souri, that perhaps some were worried
the conference was about to do the
right thing?

Mr. ASHCROFT. No question in my
mind. It was not the threat that the
conference committee could not func-
tion. It was the threat that the con-
ference committee was functioning. It
was functioning toward an end with
which some people were unhappy.

That brings us to today’s events. A
few in the House and Senate among
those who oppose this legislation, in
the leadership of both the House and
Senate, got together and made a uni-
lateral decision, as has already been
described by the Senator from North
Dakota, to strip out provisions in the
bill that had the broad support of Con-
gress and broad support among the
conferees and in the farm community.

These were the kinds of things that
they wouldn’t allow to be voted on, at
which point I began to wonder, with
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great seriousness, is this a bill that is
right for the agriculture community,
or is this a bill for special interests, is
this a bill for some individuals who
want to determine things on their own
rather than to have the expressed will
of the American people, as reflected in
the Senate and House, become a policy
of America, good farm policy, good for-
eign policy.

As we all know, the House and Sen-
ate leadership are proposing a new con-
ference report, a report that hasn’t
been voted on by any of the conferees
and a report that is opposed by the
farm community. Farmers have repeat-
edly asked simply that the democratic
process be allowed to work. If we vote
and lose, then that is what is fair. The
American Farm Bureau has already
said it will oppose a conference report
that was forced on the American farm-
ers without their short- and/or long-
term interests in mind and that it did
not address the issue of sanctions re-
form.

I have a letter signed by Dean
Kleckner, President of the American
Farm Bureau Federation, urging con-
ferees not to sign the proposed agricul-
tural appropriations conference report
unless, and then listing conditions that
aren’t in the sort of fabricated con-
ference report to be imposed by leader-
ship.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter from the American
Farm Bureau Federation be printed in
the RECORD at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION,
Park Ridge, IL, September 28, 1999.

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONFEREE: The American Farm Bu-

reau Federation urges you not to sign the
proposed FY 00 agriculture appropriations
conference report unless:

—the amount of emergency weather assist-
ance is increased above $1.2 billion;

—it contains language that eliminates ag-
ricultural sanctions that includes Cuba;

—the bill mandates dairy option 1A, an ex-
tension of the Northeast Dairy Compact and
the creation of a Southeast dairy compact;

—it includes language providing for man-
datory price reporting for livestock.

The proposed $1.2 billion is not enough to
provide the amount of emergency weather
assistance needed to help farmers and ranch-
ers. Even before Hurricane Floyd, estimates
of crop and livestock losses caused by flood
and drought exceeded $1.2 billion.

No one can effectively argue that Congress
does not view Option 1A as a better and more
equitable dairy marketing proposal. Just
last week the House voted 285 to 140 in sup-
port of Option 1A.

Export markets hold the key to future
prosperity for farmers and ranchers. Grant-
ing farmers and ranchers access to Cuba, a
potential market of 11 million people located
only 90 miles from our shore, is common
sense. The Senate is on record, 70 to 28, in
support of lifting all unilateral agricultural
sanctions.

Consolidation is a serious threat to our
market based agricultural economy. Manda-
tory livestock price reporting will give farm-
ers and ranchers the information they need
to market their cattle at the best price.

Farm Bureau is convinced that a majority
of Representatives and Senators support ad-
ditional emergency aid for weather disasters,
an inclusive agricultural sanctions policy,
the implementation of option 1A and dairy
compacts, and mandatory livestock price re-
porting.

We ask that you not sign the proposed con-
ference report and that you report a bill that
includes these provisions so that Congres-
sional action will reflect the majority view.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

DEAN KLECKNER,
President.

Mr. ASHCROFT. The fact remains
that leadership does not want the
democratic process to work because
this proposal which they are against
has very broad support. This isn’t just
good farm policy; it is good foreign pol-
icy as well.

Before I explain what the bill does,
though, I simply ask that my fellow
Republicans and Democrats in the Sen-
ate and House do what is right for
farmers. Don’t vote for a bill that
farmers oppose and then claim you are
helping the farmers. Our farmers need
money, but the only thing that is hold-
ing that up, and has been holding it up
for a week, is a few in the leadership
who oppose the will of the farmers and
the Congress. Our farmers also need
open markets, and that is what our
amendment would have done. That was
the expressed will of the Senate, which
first voted 70 to 28 and later voted
unanimously, by unanimous consent,
to be a part of the bill. That opening of
the markets would have been fair. We
don’t just get by by having the freedom
to plant. We need to have the freedom
to market for our farmers, if we are
going to be successful.

Let me take this opportunity to sum-
marize briefly what the bill was de-
signed to do. It was originally entitled
‘‘The Food and Medicine for the World
Act.’’ I would like, then, to show how
our approach to ending unilateral em-
bargoes on food and medicine is good
policy, both foreign policy and farm
policy.

The general framework of the bill is
what I call a handshake approach to
sanctions. The bill would not tie the
hands of the President, who now has
the ability just to snap embargoes into
place, but it would require the Presi-
dent, before he said it was illegal for
farmers in this country to sell their
goods to certain customers around the
world, to get the consent of Congress.

So instead of tying the hands of the
President, it would really require that
the President sort of shake hands with
the Congress, make sure this is a very
serious thing, and if there is a need to
embargo, in that case an embargo
could be achieved. But it could not be
achieved just on the whim of the execu-
tive. It would require the President to
cooperate with Congress.

This bill would not restrict or alter
the President’s current ability to im-
pose broad sanctions in conjunction
with others; nor would it preclude
sanctions on food and medicines. Rath-

er, it says that the President may in-
clude food and medicines in a sanctions
regime, but he must first obtain con-
gressional consent.

So we really just ask that the Presi-
dent of the United States, before shut-
ting off the markets of our farmers,
consult with the Congress and that he
obtain the consent of Congress. Under
the bill, Congress would review the
President’s request to sanction agri-
culture and medicine through an expe-
dited procedure—no stalls in the Con-
gress.

Mr. President, the Senate of the
United States, offered with the oppor-
tunity to stop a program of curtailing
markets for our farmers—that program
called sanctions and embargo—voted
70–28 to change the rules about that so
our farmers have the right to sell food
and medicine—not things generally but
food and medicine—around the world.

If the President wants to stop the
sale of food or medicine, these things
that are essential to the existence of
people, the things that make America
a friend to other people, the things
that bind people around the world to
America, knowing that we have the
right motives in our mind—if we are
going to stop the sale of those things,
the President has to confer with the
Congress rather than to do it unilater-
ally. In other words, don’t let the farm-
ers of America just be used as political
pawns in diplomatic disputes, having
markets shut down arbitrarily or uni-
laterally, markets for medicine.

The Senate came to the conclusion,
by a vote of 70–28, on what was called
the Food and Medicine for the World
Act. It was an amendment that I of-
fered to the Agriculture appropriations
bill. And then, because some people in
the 28 were not happy about all details,
we negotiated with those individuals,
so that the next day the Food and Med-
icine for the World Act became a part
of the Agriculture appropriations bill
by unanimous consent in the Senate,
and it went to conference.

Little did we know that some of the
leaders would decide to displace this
overwhelmingly endorsed item by
members of both parties—a majority of
Republicans and Democrats, voted with
a 70-majority vote, and of course every-
body agreed to the unanimous consent
order. But certain leaders decided they
would displace that. So when the bill
got to conference, this wasn’t in the
bill. And the Senator from North Da-
kota decided to stand up for the farm-
ers of America and stand up for the
Senate and what it had decided and
say, ‘‘I want that in the bill.’’ He said,
let’s vote on whether we would put in
the bill what the Senate voted on.

You really wonder about things when
the conference committee has to ask
permission and vote to have the con-
tent of what the Senate enacted appear
in the conference bill. But it was voted
on and put in the bill, and properly
done so.

The House was ready to do the same
thing when it became apparent to
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those who wanted to stop this, curtail
it, didn’t want this reform to take
place, didn’t want to offer to American
farmers this set of markets, didn’t
want to say to them you are free to
farm and now you are free to market,
that they wanted to have these strings
still attached. So just when the con-
ference committee was about to oper-
ate to express its will, when it was
clear how that will would be expressed,
the conference committee was shut
down for a week and has not been reas-
sembled.

Today, we learned that the leader-
ship has said to the conference com-
mittee: You are not going to reassem-
ble. All the issues are closed, and we
have decided this is the way the report
will be written. You are being asked to
sign the report.

So we find ourselves where the will of
the Senate is stripped arbitrarily from
the bill before it goes to conference. It
is added back in conference, and it is
again stripped arbitrarily. The con-
ference committee is shut down when
the House conferees express a signal of
their intent to include that in what
they had to say. We collapsed the
democratic process and started the
autocratic process, and we put a con-
ference report before people, asking
them to sign it in spite of the fact that
it wasn’t something that had been
voted on or discussed; it was something
to be imposed by leadership.

That kind of suspension of the demo-
cratic process has been injurious. It
loses the confidence of very important
groups.

I have submitted for the RECORD the
letter of the American Farm Bureau
saying that is not the way to run a
conference. It is not the way to run
polic

There are some very strong policy
considerations that recommend a
modification in our approach. Having
the President use farmers as a pawn in
diplomatic disputes to open and close
markets at will undermines the reli-
ability of the American farmer as the
supplier of food and fiber. It is very dif-
ficult for people to expect to buy
things from you if they never know
whether you are going to have them
available for sale. Customers like a
constant supply.

We tried to solve this. We tried to
say there wouldn’t be this kind of arbi-
trary use of American farmers as
pawns. We tried to say that in order for
the sanctions to be effective and an
embargo to be imposed it would have
to have the consent of Congress.

We have the special provision in leg-
islation with regard to countries al-
ready sanctioned so that if there is any
need to continue those sanctions in ef-
fect, the President could come and get
those instated and up to speed and
qualified so we would not have any
interruption.

The bill wasn’t to take effect for 180
days after it was passed. So if the
President wanted to make sure there
were sanctions in place and imposed,

there wouldn’t be any exposure to gaps.
Both branches of government would be
given enough time to review current
policy and to act jointly.

Of course, there are times when the
President should have the authority to
sanction food and medicine without
congressional approval. A declaration
of war is one of those. The legislation
maintains the President’s authority in
wartime to cut off food and medicine
sales without congressional consider-
ation.

The bill has a few additional provi-
sions that were not addressed in pre-
vious agricultural sanctions reform
proposals. The first specifically ex-
cludes all dual-use items. That means
products that could be used to develop
chemical or biological weapons. There
are not very many agricultural prod-
ucts or medicinal products that have
military value. But the bill provides
safeguards to ensure our national secu-
rity is not harmed.

Let me make clear that this is genu-
inely a bill that supports a policy of
putting products which will eliminate
suffering and hunger into the hands of
those who need these products most. It
is not about providing dual-use items
for tyrants to use for military or acts
of terrorism.

Second, we make sure that no tax-
payer money would be used to go to the
wrong people. We specifically exclude
any kind of agricultural credits or
guarantees to governments that have
sponsored terrorism. However, we
allow present guarantees to be ex-
tended to people all over the world—to
private sector institutions, groups, and
nongovernmental organizations. This
is targeted to show support for the very
people who need to be strengthened in
these countries—the people, rather
than the dictators. And by specifically
excluding terrorist governments, we
send a message that the United States
in no way will assist or endorse the ac-
tivities of nations that threaten our in-
terests.

Now that Senators HAGEL, DODD, and
I have explained what we have done in
this bill, let me explain why it is good
foreign policy and why it is both good
foreign and farm policy.

First of all, ending unilateral embar-
goes against sales of U.S. food and
medicine is a good foreign policy. As
the leader of the free world, America
must maintain adequate tools to ad-
vance security and promote civil lib-
erty abroad. The last thing I want to
do is send a message to state sponsors
of terrorism that the United States is
legitimizing its regime. As I mentioned
at the beginning of my remarks, sanc-
tions are necessary foreign policy tools
against governments which threaten
our interests.

Richard Holbrooke, who not long ago
was before the Committee on Foreign
Relations seeking confirmation as the
U.S. Representative to the United Na-
tions—and we have since confirmed
him—explained in his book ‘‘To End a
War’’ how sanctions on Yugoslavia

were essential to push Slobodan
Milosevic toward peace negotiations in
Bosnia.

Regardless of whether we agree with
U.S. deployment in the Balkans, effec-
tive sanctions saved American lives.
They helped advance American policy
without resorting only to the use of
military force. So we have to have
sanctions. But these sanctions must be
deployed, very frankly, in a realistic
and appropriate way.

This measure is good policy because
we don’t want to say to terrorists: You
can blame starving your own people on
the United States by saying they won’t
sell us food and medicine. So we will
starve you and we will not provide you
with food and medicine. We will take
the money we have in our country and
buy arms, or explosives, or we will de-
stabilize communities in which we
live—world communities in one part of
the world or another.

I think we should deprive the dic-
tator of the right to say, ‘‘You are
starving because America won’t sell us
food,’’ because if we ask that dictator
to spend his hard currency buying food,
and we make it possible for him to do
so, he absolutely cannot spend the
same currency again buying weapons.

Frankly, our farmers ought to be
able to sell their food so that the peo-
ple in those countries all around the
world know that America is not in the
business of starving people around the
world. We are in the business of feeding
people around the world. That is good
foreign policy. If we can encourage peo-
ple to invest their money in food rath-
er than in armaments, if they will buy
medicinal supplies rather than desta-
bilizing various regions of the world,
that is good foreign policy. But it is
also good farm policy.

The sanctions that have been im-
posed haven’t been effective to hurt
our enemies. They have been very inju-
rious to farmers. I would simply refer
you to the so-called Soviet grain em-
bargo of the late 1970s. That is perhaps
the classic, the biggest, of them all,
where the United States of America
canceled 17 million tons of contracts
that the Soviets had to buy from
American farmers. It hurt American
farmers immensely by not getting the
payments for those farm products. We
thought we were punishing the Soviet
Union. They went into the world mar-
ketplace and they replaced those pur-
chases and saved $250 million for our
adversary at a time when we inflicted
the loss of markets on our own farm-
ers. It didn’t make much sense then,
and it doesn’t make much sense now.

Policy reform in sanctions protocol
would make our efforts in this respect
far more reasonable, and it would re-
quire the President to get an agree-
ment from Congress. It would not put
us in the position where we embargo
the sale of goods and where our cus-
tomers start to look elsewhere to get
their goods supplied. When we stopped
the sale of 17 million tons of grain to
the Soviet Union in the 1970s, it
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brought on new suppliers. Rain forests
could then be plowed and planted.
Other countries seeing that the United
States was retreating from the major
segment of the world markets could
say: We can supply that. Those who
were in the world marketplace said: We
will start looking to reliable suppliers
that won’t be turning over the supply
depending on diplomatic consider-
ations that would, as a result, inter-
rupt our supply.

So it is both good farm policy to give
our farmers the right to market, and it
is good foreign policy to give our coun-
try the right and the opportunity to
provide people with food and medicine
to signal that the United States of
America wants their government to
spend money for food and medicine and
not for military hardware.

So it is in the context of this very
substantial reform that would help the
U.S. farmers. It would also help our
foreign policy.

It is in that context that I express
my real disappointment in terms of
what has happened. The conference
committee was shut down, the demo-
cratic process suspended, and an auto-
cratic process imposed. As a result, we
are unlikely to have in the agricultural
appropriations conference report on
which we will be asked to vote—the
kind of thing upon which there was so
much agreement—a reform in the sanc-
tions policy. The American Farm Bu-
reau is opposed to this agricultural ap-
propriations bill conference report un-
less sanctions reform is included.

I think Members of this body ought
to be aware of the fact we need sanc-
tions reform. The U.S. Department of
Agriculture estimated there has been a
$1.2 billion annual decline in the U.S.
economy during the midnineties as a
result of these kinds of sanctions. This
is a serious loss in jobs as well.

The Wheat Commission projects if
sanctions were lifted this year, our
wheat farmers could export an addi-
tional 4.1 million metric tons of wheat,
a value of almost half a billion to
America’s farmers.

I want to emphasize, we have missed
for the time being a great opportunity
to reform sanctions protocols regard-
ing our farm products. We have also in-
terrupted what is a beneficial and
therapeutic democratic process in the
conference committee. I think Mem-
bers of this body should seriously con-
sider whether they want to vote for the
conference committee report when it is
the product not of the kind of collabo-
ration that is to be expected in the de-
velopment of consensus in our policy
but it is as a result of an effort to im-
pose the will of a few instead of to re-
spect the will of the majority.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
was able to listen to the comments
that the Senator from Missouri made
regarding the efforts, that have been
now stalled, to lift sanctions against
agricultural producers and agricultural
exports from America. It is very dis-
concerting that this is happening at
this point in time in our Nation’s his-
tory.

My family farms. My dad is a full-
time farmer, my brother is a full-time
farmer, and prices for agricultural
products are at rock bottom levels.
Compound that with bad weather con-
ditions for some places in America, and
farmers believe they are getting a one-
two punch. To stack on top of the two
punches they are already taking an
outdated sanctions policy, which was
voted down in the Senate, is beyond
unfair. We should not use food and
medicine as a political weapon—now
we find that these sanctions are not
going to be lifted. On top of low prices,
on top of bad weather, a farmer is
going to say: Is everybody against me?
Isn’t my own Government going to
help me out?

We have been telling people for a
long period of time, that for Freedom
to Farm to work, you have to have
freedom to market. We were moving in
that direction. It was aggressively
going forward in that direction, and all
of a sudden out comes a conference re-
port that pulls something that was
passed, as the Senator from Missouri
noted, by a large percentage of people
in this body. A farmer has to wonder
what is going on here.

I ask people who are part of this
process, what is going on? Let’s look at
getting this back in. It passed with
large and overwhelming support in this
body. It is clearly something that the
people across the country want. It is
clearly something that the agricultural
community needs. It is the right thing
to do. Let’s do it. Let’s not let it be
taken out in some deal that involves a
handful of Members.

Plus, as people have previously noted
for some period of time, unilateral ag-
ricultural trade sanctions are generally
ineffective. They are effective in pun-
ishing our farmers, but they are not ef-
fective in accomplishing sound foreign
policy.

At a time when we are already suf-
fering low agricultural prices, sanc-
tions add to this burden. This is truly
adding insult to injury.

Unilateral sanctions by major agri-
cultural producing countries such as
the U.S. tend to encourage production
in other competitor countries. So, on
top of hurting our prices here, hurting
our markets here, it probably, and usu-
ally does, have the effect of stimu-
lating production in other countries.
Often the tyrants, which the U.S. in-
tends to punish actually benefit finan-
cially from these sorts of embargoes.

My only point in making these com-
ments in addition to those of my col-

league from Missouri is simply to say
there is ample ground and reason for us
to lift these agricultural sanctions.
There is not a moral foundation or
basis for us to use food and medicine as
a political weapon. It is wrong for our
farmers. It is wrong, period, to do that.
Yet we are seeing that continuing to
take place. Now, after we passed some-
thing out of this body, with over-
whelming support, we find it pulled
out. That is very disconcerting to this
Member, and it should be and is, I am
sure, very disconcerting to the agricul-
tural community across this Nation.

Please, please, let’s reopen this issue
and get that agenda item back in so we
can offer hope and fulfill our promise
to farmers. I am not standing here say-
ing it is going to solve our farm crisis
or going to solve the problems we have
marketing all our products around the
world, but clearly here is a positive
step we can take and should take. It is
a big agenda item in rural America.
People in rural America know these
sanctions exist, they know they are
harmful, and they want them lifted.
Now is the time to do this. I am very
disappointed this provision, according
to my colleague from Missouri, has
been taken out. I call on all Members
of this body, let’s look at this and let’s
get this issue back in so we can lift
these sanctions from the backs of our
farmers.

I hope a number of my colleagues
will become aware of what is taking
place here. This is a very important
issue to many of our States. It is cer-
tainly an important issue to Kansas. I
think we need to revisit this, if it has
been taken out, so we can get it back
in. We must lift these agricultural
sanctions and we must do it now.

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I take
the floor of the Senate tonight to ad-
dress the same issue that my colleague
from Missouri, Senator ASHCROFT, has
talked about for the last 30 minutes,
and the distinguished senior Senator
from Kansas has addressed; that is, the
Agriculture appropriations bill. It
seems to be rather conflicted. I suspect
most people in this country believe in
the democratic process. I suspect most
people in this country believe the will
of the majority and the protection of
the minority is rather relevant to our
democracy. But we have come upon a
fascinating example of that not being
the case in this Agriculture appropria-
tions bill.

Senator ASHCROFT laid it out rather
clearly, as did Senator BROWNBACK.
This is not a particularly complicated
situation. What we have is the will of
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the majority in the Senate, expressed
by a vote of 70 to 28. That is a rather
significant majority. As a matter of
fact, that is a majority large enough to
override a Presidential veto. The will
of 70 Senators to support an amend-
ment that obviously 70 Senators
thought was important enough to come
out and debate and register their vote
and their will on, representing the con-
stituencies of 70 Senators, said it rath-
er plainly: We want the Ashcroft-
Hagel-Dodd amendment in the Agri-
culture appropriations bill.

So we went to conference with the
House. Guess what. The House con-
ferees not only agreed that the
Ashcroft-Hagel-Dodd amendment lift-
ing sanctions for medicine and food
against countries where we have uni-
lateral, arbitrary economic sanctions
was a good idea, they actually
strengthened the language. The House
conferees actually made the Ashcroft-
Hagel-Dodd language stronger.

We progress along up until the lead-
ership enters the picture. I might add
so there is no mistake about this—and
I will try to speak clearly—it was the
Republican leadership in the Senate
and House that said: No, a few of us do
not care for that. So we are going to do
something that rarely ever happens,
and that is we are going to stop that,
you see, because technically we have a
process, we are the leaders, and we can
strip that out of the appropriations
bill. No matter, of course, that 70 U.S.
Senators said, ‘‘No, we want that in,’’
and the House conferees said, ‘‘No, we
want that in; we think it is in the best
interests of the U.S. foreign policy and
American agriculture.’’ Disregard that.
That does not count.

So what we have is an interesting
spectacle of the leadership of intimida-
tion and the intimidation of leader-
ship—not a pretty sight, not a demo-
cratic process. We occasionally ques-
tion why America is beyond concern
with the process, with the leadership,
with politics. We wonder why. This is a
very vivid, clear example of why.

We are going through this little mat-
ing dance again around here on the
budget. I call it a charade. It is a cha-
rade. I have even called it dishonest.
Some of my colleagues said: Senator
HAGEL, we do not use that terminology
in the Senate. I said: I am sorry, but
where I am from, some of the stuff that
goes on around here that we think is
policy, or we define or defend as a tech-
nical adjustment, it is just plain dis-
honest if you are going to live within
the caps. If you are going to spend
more than what the caps tell you that
we agreed to do, then let’s be honest
about it.

The same thing with this conference
committee. There are those among us
in the media, across this land, who say
we should reform our political process,
we should reform Congress. They have
a point. But it all starts here. It all
starts here. If we cannot be held ac-
countable and responsible enough to
work the will of the majority to do the

right thing, to be honest, and be open,
and be responsible with our govern-
ance, with our leadership, with our leg-
islative process, then to what can the
American people look? What can they
trust? What confidence can they have
in their system?

This Republic is not going to crumble
tomorrow, and it will not crumble next
year because of the shenanigans we
pull around here. But we will pay a
high price one of these days in one of
these generations when we continue to
define down our expectations and our
standards and let a few people, a cabal
of a few people take advantage of the
system.

I am very proud. It is my under-
standing at this moment that there
were two Republican Senators who re-
fused to sign the conference report
today on the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill. To them I say thank you.
Not only have you done the right
thing, but you have shown America and
some of us in this body that we, in fact,
can do the right thing, and that we are
not going to be intimidated by the
leadership, by a small cabal of people
in charge who hold responsibility.

There are consequences to this.
There are consequences in our foreign
policy and in our agricultural policy
because they are all connected. But the
consequences will come more directly
in the breakdown of confidence and
trust in this institution. As that
erodes, as that continues to erode, and
a few select people in this body play it
their way and refuse to open the proc-
ess, then there will be reform. And if
the American people have to keep turn-
ing over Congresses to get to leader-
ship—and we all have to take responsi-
bility in this Chamber because we elect
the leadership—and if we have to con-
tinue to turn over leadership, we will
do that to ensure, if nothing else, that
we can openly, honestly debate the im-
portant, relevant issues for this coun-
try that affect the world and affect ev-
erybody in this Nation.

When those decisions are made and
when the will of 70 Senators is abro-
gated, is hijacked, it is time for some
major reform in this body, and I will be
one of the leaders to help do that.

In conclusion, this should serve as a
very clear example of a lot of the non-
sense that permeates this process. This
is not just about the American farmer
or the American rancher. This is far
bigger than American agricultural pol-
icy and foreign policy and national se-
curity and all the interconnects. This
is about whether we can trust the proc-
ess. More basically, why do we even
have authorizing committees in this
body if the appropriations process is
going to make policy because they
have the money? Then the leadership,
even a smaller group, decides what
they want to take out of those deci-
sions, so they pick and choose, and the
rest of us, essentially, are superfluous
to the process. Why don’t we just have
10 Senators? Why not take a couple
committee chairmen, the leadership,

and the rest of us go home; they can
make the decisions.

We are walking our way through an
early Halloween. We are walking our
way through a charade, and we should
call it that. And, yes, it is dishonest. I
think there are enough of us in this
body who are going to say it straight
and call it the way we see it.

I hope we will come to our senses be-
fore we cross a line from which we can-
not come back and allow this hijacking
of democratic governance, this hijack-
ing of democratic justice to set an even
lower standard than what we have been
doing this year with the budgets and
the constant back and forth of let’s not
do anything; let’s just go home; let’s
just get out; let’s just do enough to get
to the next day; let’s not take on the
real, relevant issues of America; let’s
not deal with health care; let’s not deal
with a lot of things.

The right way to do this is to come
out and debate it, whether it is cam-
paign finance reform or whatever the
issue is, debate it, open it up. If you
lose, you lose; if you win, you win.
That is what America wants. That is
what they will demand, and that is
what ultimately they will receive.

I am sorry I had to take the floor, as
did my colleagues tonight, to talk
about this. This is not a proud moment
for me. It is not a proud moment for
this institution. But if there is any-
thing we have in this Nation that must
be cherished and nourished and formed
and shaped and protected and defended
at all costs, it is the institution. It is
the process and the institution that al-
lows this self-governance and the free-
dom to stand on the floor of the Sen-
ate, stand anywhere in this Nation and
express ourselves, the minority know-
ing they will be protected and the ma-
jority knowing they can count on a fair
shake in that process.

That ultimately, as we define the
process down, is the most important
dynamic of who we are as a people and
why this Republic has survived for over
200 years. When we discount that, when
we discount that currency, when we
abridge that responsibility, then we
turn our backs on everyone who has
sacrificed for the freedom that allows
us to do this. We are a better country
than that. We are a better people than
that. We will rise to the occasion to
turn this around and hold on to the one
currency that counts in all of our lives,
and that is trust. When we debase that
trust, we debase the very currency of
who we are.

I will always throw my confidence,
the completeness of who I am and what
I represent, behind the good common
sense of the American people, and the
faith I have in the American people
will always dictate the outcome of
these kinds of exercises, as it was writ-
ten, as it was stated, and as it was the
vision of the great men who formed
this country and wrote this Constitu-
tion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative assistant proceeded

to call the roll.
Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection; it is so ordered.
f

OSCEOLA MCCARTY, A MISSISSIPPI
PHILANTHROPIST

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today I rise
to pay special tribute to the passing of
a 91-year-old Mississippian whose gen-
erosity, hard work, and commitment to
education touched the hearts and con-
sciences of many all across this Nation.
It is the story of a smalltown laun-
dress, Osceola McCarty of Hattiesburg,
MS, who lived a quiet life in the Pine
Belt region of my State until her
$150,000 donation to the University of
Southern Mississippi brought her na-
tional attention. McCarty’s gift estab-
lished a scholarship to be directed to
African American students enrolling at
the University of Southern Mississippi
who clearly demonstrate financial
need.

For a woman who rarely left her
home, except for trips to the local mar-
ket and, of course, church, the noto-
riety certainly brought a change to the
lifestyle of Ms. McCarty. She was fea-
tured on a CBS television show as one
of the ‘‘10 Most Fascinating people of
1995.’’ She received a Presidential Citi-
zens Medal, an honorary doctoral de-
gree from Harvard University, as well
as numerous other outstanding citizen
awards. She was invited to cities
throughout the country to share her
story of thriftiness and generosity.

Ms. McCarty received a sixth grade
education and worked her entire life in
Hattiesburg, MS, washing and ironing
clothes. She has made it possible for
others to have the education that she
never had. In her book, ‘‘Simple Wis-
dom for Rich Living,’’ McCarty reflects
on long, hard days of laboring over
steaming kettles of clothes and stand-
ing over an ironing board. She stated
that she loved her work and she only
spent what she needed to. After all the
years of hard work and dedication, Ms.
McCarty managed to donate her sig-
nificant gift to the University of
Southern Mississippi. ‘‘A smart person
plans for the future,’’ is what she said
when she received numerous bits of
recognition. Then she said, ‘‘You never
know what kind of emergency will
come up, and you can’t rely on the gov-
ernment to meet all of your needs. You
have to take responsibility for your-
self.’’

Osceola McCarty will be deeply
missed. She was a humble, modest
lady. I had the pleasure of bringing her
into the majority leader’s office. She
never got over the fact that people
were so surprised and impressed that
she saved $150,000 and she gave it to the
University of Southern Mississippi. She
thought she was just doing the right

thing. Her life was an exemplary one
that touched us all. We are very proud
of her. God rest her soul.

I yield the floor.
f

THE GREATNESS OF THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
thank the majority leader for remind-
ing us of the greatness of the American
people. We think we debate great poli-
cies here, and we do; we have very seri-
ous discussions. But there is nothing
more important than to remind our-
selves that the greatness of America
isn’t really in Washington, DC, it is in
the little towns, villages, and cities in
States all across this country and indi-
viduals who can do more in dedicated
lives to their fellow citizens than we
could ever do in complicated statutes.

I thank the majority leader.
f

THE MILLENNIUM DIGITAL
COMMERCE ACT

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today the
Senate was poised to take action on
Senator ABRAHAM’s Millennium Digital
Commerce Act. This important meas-
ure is aimed at promoting the growth
of the ‘‘E-conomy’’. Senator ABRAHAM
has worked tirelessly over the last sev-
eral months to get this bill through the
Senate.

Unfortunately after gaining agree-
ment to bring this bill to the floor
today, our Democratic colleagues de-
cided to muck up this legislation. They
insisted on attaching non-germane
amendments to this crucial ‘‘e-com-
merce’’ legislation. Measures that have
absolutely nothing to do with Senator
ABRAHAM’s high-technology initiative.
Once again, the ‘‘do nothing Demo-
crats’’ are at work stopping at every
point significant legislative momen-
tum.

The Senate could easily pass Senator
ABRAHAM’s bill. It is simple and
straight-forward. It promotes jobs,
stimulates the economy, and creates
savings and opportunities for Amer-
ica’s consumers. Instead, in an effort to
create yet another log-jam, the Minor-
ity Leader is looking for a vehicle to
attach every Democratic proposal
under the sun.

The other side of the aisle, which
claims to promote electronic com-
merce, is doing everything it can to
quash Senator ABRAHAM’s electronic
signatures bill—as well as other impor-
tant legislation. It is a continuing pat-
tern and practice of the Democrats to
deny the American people any legisla-
tive progress. The Democrats claim
that they want this bill and that they
are pro-technology, yet they are doing
everything they can to kill this bill.

Mr. President, S. 761 establishes the
legal certainty of electronic signatures
for interstate commercial trans-
actions. It is an interim solution need-
ed until states adopt the Uniform Elec-
tronic Transactions Act (UETA). UETA
was recently adopted by the National

Conference of Commissioners on Uni-
form State Laws. Over the next several
years, it will undergo state-by-state
consideration—similar to the process
followed in implementing the Uniform
Commercial Code. The states, high
technology and other commercial sec-
tors support Senator ABRAHAM’s com-
mon sense legislation because it vali-
dates the use of electronic authentica-
tion technology. A tool that will help
the electronic marketplace flourish in
the 21st Century.

The Administration, not once but
twice, formally noted its support for
the electronic signatures measure re-
ported out of the Senate Commerce
Committee. Both the Commerce De-
partment’s letter of support and the
Executive Office of the President’s
Statement of Administration Position
were previously entered into the
RECORD. Given the overwhelming sup-
port for S. 761, I am surprised and be-
wildered that the Administration has
been working behind the scenes to
weaken this measure instead of push-
ing harder to get the Commerce Com-
mittee-reported bill, which the White
House supported—passed.

Every day, more and more businesses
and consumers are conducting their
important commercial transactions
over the Internet. The World Wide Web,
more than any other communications
medium, allows users to promptly and
efficiently locate vendors, evaluate
goods and services, compare pricing,
and complete purchases. S. 761 is good
for business, good for consumers, and
good for the overall economy.

I am dismayed and once again dis-
appointed that our Democratic col-
leagues have thrown yet another mon-
key wrench into the legislative proc-
ess. Let’s stop playing games and get
the people’s business done. Let’s pass
Senator ABRAHAM’s electronic signa-
tures bill on its merits—without tack-
ing on non-germane amendments that
they know will kill the bill.

If my colleagues from the other side
of the aisle are really for the New
Economy, they will stop these shenani-
gans and let us pass a clean Millen-
nium Digital Commerce Act.
f

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

hereby submit to the Senate the budg-
et scorekeeping report prepared by the
Congressional Budget Office under Sec-
tion 308(b) and in aid of Section 311 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
as amended. This report meets the re-
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of
Section 5 of S. Con. Res. 32, the First
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget
for 1986.

This report shows the effects of con-
gressional action on the budget
through September 24, 1999. The esti-
mates of budget authority, outlays,
and revenues are consistent with the
technical and economic assumptions of
S. Res. 209, a resolution to provide
budget levels in the Senate for pur-
poses of fiscal year 1999, as amended by
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S. Res. 312. The budget levels have also
been revised to include adjustments
made on May 19, 1999, to reflect the
amounts provided and designated as
emergency requirements. The esti-
mates show that current level spending
is above the budget resolution by $0.5
billion in budget authority and above
the budget resolution by $0.2 billion in
outlays. Current level is $0.2 billion
above the revenue floor in 1999. The
current estimate of the deficit for pur-
poses of calculating the maximum def-
icit amount is $56.0 billion, which is
equal to the maximum deficit amount
for 1999 of $56.0 billion.

Since my last report, dated July 19,
1999, the Congress has passed and the
President has signed the Veterans En-
trepreneurship and Small Business De-
velopment Act (P.L. 106–50), the Emer-
gency Steel Loan Guarantee and Emer-
gency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan
Act (P.L. 106–51), the Water Resources
Development Act (P.L. 106–53), and the
Global Exploration and Development
Corporation Act (P.L. 106–54). These ac-
tions have changed the current level of
budget authority and outlays.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port and transmittal letter dated Sep-
tember 28, 1999, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 28, 1999.

Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report
shows the effects of Congressional action on
the 1999 budget and is current through Sep-
tember 24, 1999. The estimates of budget au-
thority, outlays, and revenues are consistent
with the technical and economic assump-
tions of S. Res. 209, a resolution to provide
budget levels in the Senate for purposes of
fiscal year 1999, as amended by S. Res. 312.
This report is submitted under section 308(b)
and in aid of section 311 of the Congressional
Budget Act, as amended.

Since my last report, dated July 15, 1999,
the Congress has passed and the President
has signed the Veterans Entrepreneurship
and Small Business Development Act (P.L.
106–50), the Emergency Steel Loan Guarantee
and Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed
Loan Act (P.L. 106–51), the Water Resources
Development Act (P.L. 106–53), and the Glob-
al Exploration and Development Corporation
Act (P.L. 106–54). These actions have changed
the current level of budget authority, out-
lays, and revenues.

Sincerely,
BARRY B. ANDERSON

(For Dan L. Crippen, Director).
Enclosures.

TABLE 1.—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SENATE CURRENT LEVEL
REPORT AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24,
1999

[In billions of dollars]

Budget res-
olution (S.
Res. 312)

Current
level

Current
level over/

under reso-
lution

ON-BUDGET
Budget Authority ...................... 1,465.3 1,465.7 0.5
Outlays ..................................... 1,414.9 1,415.1 0.2

TABLE 1.—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SENATE CURRENT LEVEL
REPORT AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24,
1999—Continued

[In billions of dollars]

Budget res-
olution (S.
Res. 312)

Current
level

Current
level over/

under reso-
lution

Revenues:
1999 ..................................... 1,358.9 1,359.1 0.2
1999–2003 .......................... 7,187.0 7,187.7 0.7

Deficit ....................................... 56.0 56.0 0.0
Debt Subject to Limit ............... (1) 5,537.4 (2)

OFF-BUDGET
Social Security Outlays:

1999 ..................................... 321.3 321.3 0.0
999–2003 ................................. 1,720.7 1,720.7 0.0
Social Security Revenues:

1999 ..................................... 441.7 441.7 (3)
1999–2003 .......................... 2,395.6 2,395.4 ¥0.1

1 Not included in S. Res. 312.
2 =not applicable.
3 Less than $50 million.
Source: Congressional Budget Office.
Note.—Current level numbers are the estimated revenue and direct

spending effects of all legislation that the Congress has enacted or sent to
the President for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under
current law are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring
annual appropriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The
current level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest information from the
U.S. Treasury.

TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE FISCAL YEAR
1999 ON-BUDGET SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT, AS
OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, SEPTEMBER 24, 1999

[In millions of dollars]

Budget au-
thority Outlays Revenues

Enacted in previous sessions:
Revenues .............................. .................... .................... 1,359,099
Permanents and other

spending legislation ........ 919,197 880,664 ....................
Appropriation legislation ..... 820,578 813,987 ....................
Offsetting receipts ............... ¥296,825 ¥296,825 ....................

Total, previously en-
acted ...................... 1,442,950 1,397,826 1,359,099

Enacted this session:
1999 Emergency Supple-

mental Appropriations Act
(P.L. 106–31) .................. 11,348 3,677 ....................

1999 Miscellaneous Trade
and Technical Corrections
Act (P.L. 106–36) ............ .................... .................... 5

Veterans Entrepreneurship
and Small Business De-
velopment Act (P.L. 106–
50) ................................... 1 1 ....................

Emergency Steel Loan Guar-
antee and Emergency Oil
and Gas Guaranteed
Loan Act (P.L. 106–51) ... .................... ¥108 ....................

Water Resources Develop-
ment Act (P.L. 106–53) .. 3 .................... ....................

Global Exploration and De-
velopment Corporation,
Kerr-McGee Corporation,
and Kerr-McGee Chem-
ical, LLC (P.L. 106–54) ... 52 52 ....................

Total, enacted this
session ................... 11,404 3,622 5

Entitlements and mandatories:
Budget resolution baseline

estimates of appropriated
entitlements and other
mandatory programs not
yet enacted ...................... 11,393 13,661 ....................

Totals:
Total Current Level .............. 1,465,747 1,415,109 1,359,104
Total Budget Resolution ...... 1,465,294 1,414,916 1,358,919
Amount remaining:

Under Budget Resolution .................... .................... ....................
Over Budget Resolution .. 453 193 185

Source: Congressional Budget Office.
Note.—Estimates include the following in emergency funding: $34,226

million in budget authority and $18,802 in outlays.
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TIME FOR BANKRUPTCY REFORM

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the House of
Representatives overwhelmingly ap-
proved a bipartisan bankruptcy-reform
bill on May 5 by a vote of 313 to 108.
The Senate Judiciary Committee re-
ported a similar initiative in April by a
vote of 14 to 4, and my hope is that the

full Senate will follow suit before the
year is out.

Mr. President, most Americans care-
fully manage their finances, pay their
bills, and never face the prospect of
bankruptcy, yet we rarely hear about
them when bankruptcy reform is de-
bated. These are the people who ulti-
mately bear the cost when others seek
bankruptcy protection. They pay in
terms of higher interest rates and high-
er prices on goods and services. This
bankruptcy tax costs the average
household more than $400 a year.

There will always be a limited num-
ber of people who unexpectedly experi-
ence some catastrophe in their lives—
maybe a death or divorce, or a serious
illness—that throws their finances into
chaos. That is why we accept as a given
that society will bear some of the cost
of bankruptcy, and why we maintain
access to bankruptcy relief for those
who truly need it. No one suggests
closing off bankruptcy as an option for
those who are in truly dire straits.

A line does need to be drawn, how-
ever, when people, particularly those
with above-average incomes who have
the means and ability to repay their
debts, nevertheless seek to have those
debts erased in bankruptcy. This is
happening more and more often, and
unless we get the problem in check, it
is going to wreak havoc.

Mr. President, there is nothing fair
about forcing a single mother, who is
already struggling to pay her own fam-
ily’s bills, to pay more merely because
someone who can repay his or her debts
prefers to escape them in bankruptcy.
There is nothing fair about forcing
young families or seniors on fixed in-
comes to pay more so that someone
can walk away from his or her debts as
a matter of convenience or financial
planning.

Few bills so clearly protect the inter-
ests of consumers, yet the bankruptcy-
reform bill does have its critics. Much
of the criticism, I think, misses the
mark. Two professors of law, Todd
Zywicki and James White, wrote to the
Judiciary Committee recently about
some of the claims that have been
made, and what they had to say is wor-
thy of the consideration of every mem-
ber of this body.

I ask Senators to join me in sup-
porting the bipartisan bankruptcy-re-
form bill, and I ask unanimous consent
that the professors’ letter be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF LAW,

Arlington, VA, September 15, 1999.
Hon. ORRIN HATCH,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.

Senate, Washington, DC
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary,

U.S. Senate, Washington, DC
Re: The Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999 (S.

625)
DEAR SENATORS HATCH AND LEAHY: We are

writing to express our support for the con-
sumer bankruptcy provisions of bill S. 625,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11562 September 28, 1999
the Bankruptcy Reform Act of 1999 (the
‘‘Bill’’). S. 625 provides for balanced bipar-
tisan bankruptcy reform that preserves the
integrity of the bankruptcy system for those
who need it, but reduces abuse by those who
do not. In expressing our support for bank-
ruptcy reform, we share the view of 217 Re-
publican Representatives and 96 Democratic
Representatives who passed a similar bill
earlier this year by an overwhelming 313–108
veto-proof majority.

In an era of unprecedented economic pros-
perity, growth, and low unemployment, 1.4
million Americans filed bankruptcy last
year, costing creditors approximately $40 bil-
lion. Smaller creditors suffer the most from
a runaway bankruptcy system, as they tend
to have the narrowest margins and the least
ability to spread those losses among their
customers. Support for the Bill comes from
creditors across the full spectrum of credi-
tors, but small creditors, such as small re-
tailers and credit unions, are among the
strongest supporters of bankruptcy reform.

Like all other business expenses, when
creditors are unable to collect debts because
of bankruptcy, some of those losses are
passed on to responsible Americans who live
up to their financial obligations. Every
phone bill, electric bill, mortgage, furniture
purchase, medical bill, and car loan contains
an implicit bankruptcy ‘‘tax’’ that the rest
of us pay to subsidize those who do not pay
their bills. We all pay for bankruptcy abuse
in higher down payments, higher interest
rates, and higher costs for goods and serv-
ices. It is estimated that by making high-in-
come debtors repay what they can, the Bill
will save $3 billion a year, some of which will
be passed on to financially-responsible
Americans.

The Bill will also reinforce the lesson that
bankruptcy is a moral as well as an eco-
nomic decision. Filing bankruptcy reflects a
decision to break a promise made to recip-
rocate a benefit bestowed upon you. The
moral element of bankruptcy is reflected in
the observation that the English word ‘‘cred-
it’’ comes from the Latin word for ‘‘trust.’’
Parents seek to teach their children values
of personal and financial responsibility, and
promise-keeping and reciprocity provide the
foundation of a free economy and healthy
civil society. Regrettably, the personal
shame and social stigma that once re-
strained opportunistic bankruptcy filings
has declined substantially in recent years.
We have ‘‘defined bankruptcy deviancy
downward’’ such that it has become a con-
venient financial planning tool, rather than
a decision freighted with moral and social
significance. Requiring those who can to
repay some of their debts as a condition for
bankruptcy relief sends an important signal
that bankruptcy is a serious act that has
moral as well as economic consequences.
Moreover, reducing the number of strategic
bankruptcies will reduce the bankruptcy tax
paid by every American family on goods and
services, giving them more money for gro-
ceries, vacations, and educational expenses.

It has been claimed by some that the Bill
would negatively impact the ability of di-
vorced spouses to collect spousal and child
support. This claim is based on vague, specu-
lative, and inaccurate accusations about how
the nondischargeability of certain debts will
impact post-petition efforts to collect these
obligations. In contrast to these speculative
accusations, the Bill offers concrete assist-
ance to non-intact families in several ways.
Among its numerous provisions protecting
the rights of former spouses and children are
the following protections: (1) Extends the
scope of nondischargeability of spousal sup-
port obligations to make nondischargeable
certain property settlement, (2) excepts state
child support collection authorities from the

reach of the automatic stay, (3) elevates the
priority level of child support to first pri-
ority, (4) makes exempt property available
for the enforcement of domestic and child
support obligations. These speculative
claims about the negative effects of the bill
appear to be simply a concerted effort by the
Bill’s opponents to distract attention from
the real reforms and protections included in
the bill.

Moreover, the Bill’s provisions on credit
card nondischargeability merely rationalizes
some exceptions to discharge and closes
loopholes in the current law relating to the
misuse of credit cards. Given this modest
aim of simply closing loopholes in the al-
ready-existing exception to discharge for
credit card fraud, it is difficult to see how
this reform could have more than a trivial
effect on collection of spousal support pay-
ments. Nor have the Bill’s opponents sup-
plied any details about the size of this pur-
ported effect. Assuming the effect is non-
trivial, it is also not unique to make certain
debts nondischargeable on the basis of public
policy. Current law already makes a mul-
tiple of exceptions to discharge, including
such things as tax obligations, fraudulently
incurred debts, student loans, and victims of
drunk drivers. As a result, the bill would no
more ‘‘pit’’ postpetition child support obliga-
tions against credit card issuers than cur-
rent law ‘‘pits’’ child support obligations
against the victims of drunk drivers, the vic-
tims of fraud, student loan obligations, or
taxes obligations. Indeed, the burden on a
debtor from nondischargeable credit card
debts will be substantially smaller than the
financial burden on debtor from the inability
to discharge fraud liabilities, tax liabilities,
student loan debts, and drunk-driving judg-
ments. That opponents of the Bill have in-
stead singled-out credit card issuers for criti-
cism says more about their desire to demon-
ize the credit card industry and less about
their commitment to protecting women and
children or to real bankruptcy reform.

The Bill establishes a much-needed system
of means-testing to force high-income debt-
ors who can repay a substantial portion of
their debts without significant hardship to
do so. Under current law, there are few
checks on high-income debtors seeking to
walk away from their debts and few safe-
guards to prevent bankruptcy fraud. Current
law requires a case-by-case investigation
that turns on little more than the personal
predilections of the judge. This chaotic sys-
tem mocks the rule of law, and has resulted
in unfairness and inequality for debtors and
creditors alike. The arbitrary nature of the
process has also undermined public con-
fidence in the fairness and efficiency of the
consumer bankruptcy system.

The Bill narrows the judge’s discretion by
establishing a presumption of abuse where a
high-income debtor has the ability to repay
a substantial portion of his debts, as meas-
ured by an objective standard. At the same
time, the judge will retain discretion to
override this presumption in cases of hard-
ship. Means-testing is not a panacea for all
of the ills of the bankruptcy system. But by
focusing judicial discretion on the existence
of real hardship and reducing procedural hur-
dles to challenging abuse, the Bill’s reforms
will vindicate the rule of law and reduce
abuse.

The Bill also targets a whole range of
other abuses of the bankruptcy system, in-
cluding such things as the use of ‘‘fractional
interests’’ to prevent legitimate foreclosures
and abuse of the cramdown provisions of the
Code by filing bankruptcy simply to strip
down the value of a secured creditor’s claim.
The Bill also eliminated abuse of unlimited
homestead exemptions, a reform advocated
by even the Bill’s critics. Contrary to the se-

lective outrage of its critics, however, the
Bill does not limit itself to reducing abuse of
the homestead exemption but takes a com-
prehensive approach to rooting out all forms
of bankruptcy abuse.

In contrast to the broad-based support for
the Bill, opposition primarily has come from
one isolated corner—lawyers. Certainly the
opposition of some lawyers is based on sin-
cere, albeit mistaken, beliefs about the con-
tent and impact of the legislation. But it is
ironic that bankruptcy lawyers have been
quick to question the motives of creditors in
seeking reform, while remaining slow to ac-
knowledge their own stake in opposing re-
form. James Shepard, a member of the Na-
tional Bankruptcy Review Commission, esti-
mates that bankruptcy is now a $5 billion a
year industry for lawyers and others. By re-
ducing filings among high-income filers and
reducing the cost of bankruptcy cases by
making them more predictable and less ex-
pensive, means-testing will reduce both the
volume and expense of bankruptcy cases.
The Bill also will reduce bankruptcy filings
by requiring bankruptcy lawyers to inform
their clients of availability of non-bank-
ruptcy alternatives, such as credit coun-
seling, and by cracking down on bankruptcy
‘‘mills’’ that mass-produce bankruptcy peti-
tions with little regard to the welfare of
their clients. Put simply, more bankruptcies
means more money for bankruptcy lawyers,
and fewer bankruptcies means less money for
bankruptcy lawyers. Also to the dismay of
bankruptcy lawyers, the Bill elevates child
support obligations to the first administra-
tive priority—a position currently occupied
by attorneys’ fees obligations. Efforts in the
bankruptcy bar to downplay the importance
of this protection for divorced mothers ap-
pear to be little more than a cynical effort to
hid the self-interest of bankruptcy lawyers
behind the skirts of divorced mothers.

Balanced bankruptcy reform preserves the
protection of the bankruptcy system for
those who need it, while limiting abuse by
those who are preying on that generosity
simply to evade their financial responsibil-
ities. This Bill brings balance to a consumer
bankruptcy system that has become a tool
for rich and savvy debtors to evade their fi-
nancial responsibilities. America has one of
the most charitable and forgiving bank-
ruptcy systems in the world and many of
those who file bankruptcy truly need it as a
consequence of personal trouble. But too
many people today are preying on our char-
ity and using the bankruptcy system not be-
cause they need it, but simply to evade their
responsibilities or to maintain an unrealistic
and extravagant lifestyle at the expense of
those who live responsibly. Ignoring rampant
abuse undermines public support for the
bankruptcy system generally, which will
eventually hurt those who legitimately need
bankruptcy relief. Now is the time to fix the
bankruptcy system before more drastic re-
forms are needed later.

Respectfully yours,
TODD J. ZYWICKI,

Assistant Professor of
Law, George Mason
University School of
Law.

JAMES J. WHITE,
Robert A. Sullivan,

Professor of Law,
University of Michi-
gan Law School.

f

S. RES. 187
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish

to comment on Senator DASCHLE’s edu-
cation funding legislation, S. Res. 187.

The resolution states that the fund-
ing level for the Subcommittee on



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11563September 28, 1999
Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education has been reduced to pay
for other programs. I would like to set
the record straight. The 302(b) alloca-
tion that was originally assigned to the
Subcommittee was temporarily re-
duced to permit other subcommittees
to mark up their bills. This was done
with the intention that as these other
bills moved through their conferences,
additional dollars would be made avail-
able to provide the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation Subcommittee with the nec-
essary resources to increase funding for
education, health and labor programs.

As last evening’s Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation markup proved, there was never
any intention to cut 17 percent from
education programs. To the contrary,
the subcommittee actually rec-
ommended $35.2 billion for education
programs, an increase of $2.3 billion
over the fiscal year 1999 program level
and $537.6 million over the administra-
tion’s budget request.

Instead of reducing Head Start dol-
lars, $5.2 billion was recommended,
which increased the program $608.5 mil-
lion over fiscal year 1999 level and
matching the amount requested by the
President.

After school programs were doubled
from $200 to $400 million; aid to dis-
advantaged children was increased by
$320 million over last year which again
matched the President’s request.

Instead of decreasing technology pro-
grams, $550 million was recommended
to maintain last year’s program level.

The resolution also states that a $100
million reduction would be cut from
the Safe and Drug Free Schools Pro-
gram. The facts are that Safe and Drug
Free schools, as part of the youth vio-
lence initiative was increased by $45
million to provide $611 million for state
grants, school coordinators and pro-
grams to promote safe learning envi-
ronments for this nation’s children.

To provide a free, appropriate, public
education to all children, $6.035 billion
was provided to children with disabil-
ities increasing the program $911.5 mil-
lion over last year’s amount and $585.7
million over the President’s rec-
ommendation.

And finally, the subcommittee rec-
ommended a $200 increase in the max-
imum Pell grant to provide $3,325 to
help disadvantaged children achieve a
college education.

In closing, I wish to point out that
these increases in education dollars,
have been carefully balanced with sav-
ings in other areas in the bill and ad-
vance funding. The Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation bill is within the discretionary
spending caps set forth in the budget
resolution. This fact points out once
again that the findings stated in Sen-
ate Resolution 187 were not factual
which is the reason I voted against it
and led the effort to provide a better
formula for Federal funding as re-
flected in the subcommittee bill.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,
September 27, 1999, the Federal debt
stood at $5,641,247,753,162.35 (Five tril-
lion, six hundred forty-one billion, two
hundred forty-seven million, seven
hundred fifty-three thousand, one hun-
dred sixty-two dollars and thirty-five
cents).

Five years ago, September 27, 1994,
the Federal debt stood at
$4,670,106,000,000 (Four trillion, six hun-
dred seventy billion, one hundred six
million).

Ten years ago, September 27, 1989,
the Federal debt stood at
$2,843,044,000,000 (Two trillion, eight
hundred forty-three billion, forty-four
million).

Fifteen years ago, September 27, 1984,
the Federal debt stood at
$1,570,251,000,000 (One trillion, five hun-
dred seventy billion, two hundred fifty-
one million).

Twenty-five years ago, September 27,
1974, the Federal debt stood at
$481,717,000,000 (Four hundred eighty-
one billion, seven hundred seventeen
million) which reflects a debt increase
of more than $5 trillion—
$5,159,530,753,162.35 (Five trillion, one
hundred fifty-nine billion, five hundred
thirty million, seven hundred fifty-
three thousand, one hundred sixty-two
dollars and thirty-five cents) during
the past 25 years.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives, received during the ad-
journment of the Senate, announcing
that the House has agreed to the report
of committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 2605) making appropriations
for energy and water development of
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes.

At 10:45 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, without amend-
ment:

S. 293. An act to direct the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Interior and to convey cer-
tain lands in San Juan County, New Mexico,
to San Juan College.

S. 944. An act to amend Public Law 105–188
to provide for the mineral leasing of certain
Indian lands in Oklahoma.

S. 1072. An act to make certain technical
and other corrections relating to the Centen-
nial of Flight Commemoration Act (36 U.S.C.
143 note; 112 note; 112 Stat. 3486 et seq.).

S. 1637. An act to extend through the end of
the current fiscal year certain expiring Fed-
eral Aviation Administration authorizations.

At 2:26 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills and joint resolution,
in which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 202. An act to restructure the financ-
ing for assisted housing for senior citizens
and otherwise provide for the preservation of
such housing in the 21st Century, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 717. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to regulate overflights of na-
tional parks, and for other purposes.

H.R. 1934. An act to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to establish
the John H. Prescott Marine Mammal Res-
cue Assistance Grant Program.

H.R. 2392. An act to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to extend the authorization for the
Small Business Innovation research Pro-
gram, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2841. An act to amend the Revised Or-
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands to provide for
greater fiscal autonomy consistent with
other United States jurisdictions, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 2942. An act to extend for 6 additional
months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted.

H.J. Res. 68. Joint resolution making con-
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year
2000, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that Haiti
should conduct free, fair, transparent, and
peaceful elections, and for other purposes.

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
the European Council noise rule affecting
hushkitted and reengined aircraft.

The message further announced that
the House has passed the following bill,
with an amendment, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

S. 323. An act to redesignate the Black
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument
as a national park and establish the Gunni-
son Gorge National Conservation Area, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that
pursuant to section 1 of the Act to cre-
ate a Library of Congress Trust Fund
Board (2 U.S.C. 154), as amended by sec-
tion 1 of Public Law 102–246, the Speak-
er reappoints the following member on
the part of the House to the Library of
Congress Trust Fund Board for a 5-year
term: Mr. Edwin L. Cox of Dallas,
Texas.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker has signed the following
enrolled bills:

S. 293. An act to direct the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Interior to convey certain
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lands in San Juan County, New Mexico to
San Juan College.

S. 944. An act to amend Public Law 105–188
to provide for the mineral leasing of certain
Indian lands in Oklahoma.

S. 1072. An act to make certain technical
and other corrections relating to the Centen-
nial of Flight Commemoration Act (36 U.S.C.
143 note; 112 Stat. 3486 et seq.).

S. 1637. An act to extend through the end of
the current fiscal year certain expiring Fed-
eral Aviation Administration authorizations.

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore
(Mr. THURMOND).

f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 202. An act to restructure the financ-
ing for assisted housing for senior citizens
and otherwise provide for the preservation of
such housing in the 21st Century, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

H.R. 717. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to regulate overflights of na-
tional parks, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

H.R. 1934. An act to amend the Marine
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to establish
the John H. Prescott Marine Mammal Res-
cue Assistance Grant Program; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

H.R. 2392. An act to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to extend the authorization for the
Small Business Innovation Research Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business.

H.R. 2841. An act to amend the Revised Or-
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands to provide for
greater fiscal autonomy consistent with
other United States jurisdictions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

H.R. 2942. An act to extend for 6 additional
months the period for which chapter 12 of
title 11 of the United States Code is reen-
acted; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

The following concurrent resolutions
were read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that Haiti
should conduct free, fair, transparent, and
peaceful elections, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

H. Con. Res. 187. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding the
European Council noise rule affecting
hushkitted and reengined aircraft; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

f

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on September 28, 1999, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, the following enrolled bills:

S. 293. An act to direct the Secretaries of
Agriculture and Interior to convey certain
lands in San Juan County, New Mexico to
San Juan College.

S. 944. An act to amend Public Law 105–188
to provide for the mineral leasing of certain
Indian lands in Oklahoma.

S. 1072. An act to make certain technical
and other corrections relating to the Centen-
nial of Flight Commemoration Act (36 U.S.C.
143 note; 112 Stat. 3486 et seq.).

S. 1637. An act to extend through the end of
the current fiscal year certain expiring Fed-
eral Aviation Administration authorizations.

f

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–5398. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator for Procurement, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘NASA Structured
Approach for Profit or Fee Objective’’, re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5399. A communication from the Trial
Attorney, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘List of Noncon-
forming Vehicles Decided to be Eligible for
Importation; Final Rule’’ (2127–AH88), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5400. A communication from the Chief,
Office of Regulations and Administrative
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Santa Barbara
Channel, CA (COTP Los Angeles-Long Beach,
CA 99–005)’’ (RIN2115–AA97) (1999–0061), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5401. A communication from the Chief,
Office of Regulations and Administrative
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety/Se-
curity Zone Regulations; Presidential Visit
and United Nations General Assembly, East
River, NY (CGD01–99–167)’’ (RIN2115–AA97)
(1999–0062), received September 24, 1999; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5402. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Establishment of Class D Airspace; Sugar
Land, TX; Docket No. 99–ASW–01 (9–22/9–23)’’
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0315), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5403. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; British Aerospace
B Ae Model ATP Airplanes; Docket No. 99–
NM–344 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–
0355), received September 24, 1999; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5404. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Saab Model

SAAB SF340A and SAAB 340B Series Air-
planes; Docket No. 99–NM–118 (9–22/9–23)’’
(RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0361), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5405. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Dornier Model
2=38–100 Series Airplanes; Docket No. 99–NM–
118 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0356), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5406. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier
Model CL–600–2B19 Series Airplanes; Docket
No. 99–NM–92 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64)
(1999–0354), received September 24, 1999; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5407. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier
Model DHC–8–100 and –300 Series Airplanes;
Docket No. 98–NM–384 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) (1999–0357), received September 24,
1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5408. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bombardier
Model DHC–8–10 and –300 Series Airplanes;
Docket No. 97–NM–58 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) (1999–0358), received September 24,
1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5409. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model
A310 Series Airplanes; Docket No. 99–NM–91
(9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0360), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5410. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus Model
A310 and A300–600 Series Airplanes; Docket
No. 99–NM–110 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64)
(1999–0362), received September 24, 1999; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC–5411. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Fokker Model
F.28 Mark 0070 and 0100 Series Airplanes;
Docket No. 99–NM–328 (9–
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22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0363), received
September 24, 1999; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5412. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Fokker Model
F.28 Mark 0070 and 0100 Series Airplanes;
Docket No. 99–NM–329 (9–22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) (1999–0364), received September 24,
1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5413. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel,
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Robinson Heli-
copter Company Model R44 Helicopters; Re-
quest for Comments; Docket No. 99–SW–46 (9–
22/9–23)’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–035964), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5414. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Fisheries,
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final
Rule Making Effective the Collection-of-In-
formation Requirements in the Final Rule
Implementing Procedures for the Testing
and Certification of Bycatch Reduction De-
vices for the Use of Shrimp Trawls in the
GOM’’ (RIN0648–AK32), received September
24, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC–5415. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Chief, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Part 22
and Part 90 of the Commission’s Rules to Fa-
cilitate Future Development of Paging Sys-
tems, WT Docket 96–18, Implementation of
Section 309(j) of the Communications Act-
Competitive Bidding, PR Docket No. 93–253’’
(WTB Doc. 96–18, FCC 99–98), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC–5416. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Food Safety and Inspection
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘Addition of Mexico to the List of
Countries Eligible to Export Poultry Prod-
ucts into the United States’’ (RIN0583–AC33),
received September 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

EC–5417. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Public and In-
dian Housing, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Public
Housing Agency Plans; Change in Plan Sub-
mission Dates-Final Rule Amendment’’
(RIN2577–AB89) (FR–4420–F–04), received Sep-
tember 22, 1999; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC–5418. A communication from the Com-
missioner, Bureau of Reclamation, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report relative to the financial
statements of the Colorado River Basin
Project for fiscal year 1997; to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources.

EC–5419. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary, Land and Minerals
Management, Bureau of Land Management,
Department of the Interior, transmitting,
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Public Participation in Coal Leasing’’
(RIN1004–AD27), received September 24, 1999;
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

EC–5420. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Department of
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Contractor Use of
Nonimmigrant Aliens-Guam’’ (DFARS Case
97–D318), received September 24, 1999; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

EC–5421. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Defense Procurement, Department of
Defense, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Reform of Affirma-
tive Action in Federal Procurement, Part II’’
(DFARS Case 98–D021), received September
24, 1999; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

EC–5422. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Election Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
the receipt and use of federal funds by can-
didates who accepted public financing for the
1996 Presidential primary elections; to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

EC–5423. A communication from the Dep-
uty Archivist, National Archives and
Records Administration, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘‘Safeguarding Classified National Security
Information’’ (RIN3095–AA95), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

EC–5424. A communication from the Legal
Counsel, Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Sector
Equal Employment Opportunity’’ (RIN3046–
AA66), received September 21, 1999; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–5425. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Listing of Color Additives
for Coloring Bone Cement; FD&C Blue No. 2-
Aluminum Lake on Alumina’’, received Sep-
tember 21, 1999; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–5426. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
hesives and Components of Coatings’’
(cf99129), received September 21, 1999; to the
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–5427. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
juvants, Production Aids, and Sanitizers’’,
received September 21, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–5428. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
juvants, Production Aids, and Sanitizers’’,
received September 21, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions.

EC–5429. A communication from the Acting
Regulations Officer, Office of Process and In-
novation Management, Social Security Ad-
ministration, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Administrative
Review Process; Prehearing Procedures and
Decisions by Attorney Advisors; Extension
of Expiration Dates’’ (RIN0960–AF07), re-
ceived September 24, 1999; to the Committee
on Finance.

EC–5430. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Implementation Plans; California
State Implementation Plan Revision, San
Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control
District South Coast Air Quality Manage-
ment District’’ (FRL #6445–6), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES
The following reports of committees

were submitted:
By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on

Appropriations:
Special Report entitled ‘‘Revised Alloca-

tion to Subcommittees of Budget Totals for
Fiscal Year 2000’’ (Rept. No. 106–165).

By Mr. SPECTER, from the Committee on
Appropriations, without amendment:

S. 1650: An original bill making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. ROBB (for himself, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
JOHNSON, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 1645. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to establish a 5-year
pilot program under which certain aliens
completing an advanced degree in mathe-
matics, science, engineering, or computer
science are permitted to change non-
immigrant classification in order to remain
in the United States for a 5-year period for
the purpose of working in one of those fields,
and to foster partnerships between public
schools and private industry to improve
mathematics, science, and technology edu-
cation in public schools; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
BAYH, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 1646. A bill to amend titles XIX and XXI
of the Social Security Act to improve the
coverage of needy children under the State
Children’s Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP) and the Medicaid Program; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. COVERDELL (for himself and
Mr. CLELAND):

S. 1647. A bill to amend the National High-
way System Designation Act of 1995 to re-
move a restriction on the eligibility of cer-
tain activities for funding from the Highway
Trust Fund; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. GOR-
TON, and Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 1648. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to take certain actions if the
European Union does not reduce and subse-
quently eliminate agricultural export sub-
sidies; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
MACK, and Mr. MCCAIN):

S. 1649. A bill to provide incentives for
States to establish and administer periodic
teacher testing and merit pay programs for
elementary school and secondary school
teachers; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. SPECTER:
S. 1650. An original bill making appropria-

tions for the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes; from
the Committee on Appropriations; placed on
the calendar.

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr. GOR-
TON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. CRAIG, and
Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1651. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to take certain actions if the
European Union does not reduce and subse-
quently eliminate agricultural export sub-
sidies; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry.

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. SMITH of New
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Hampshire, Mr. WARNER, Mr. THOM-
AS, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 1652. A bill to designate the Old Execu-
tive Office Building located at 17th Street
and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, as the Dwight
D. Eisenhower Executive Office Building; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. LOTT, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. REID, and
Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 1653. A bill to reauthorize and amend the
National Fish and Wildlife foundation Estab-
lishment Act; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

By Mr. MACK (for himself and Mr.
GRAHAM):

S. 1654. A bill to protect the coast of Flor-
ida; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

By Ms. SNOWE:
S. 1655. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to revise the criteria for
designation as a critical access hospital; to
the Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and
Mrs. BOXER):

S. 1656. A bill to amend title XXI of the So-
cial Security Act to permit children covered
under a State child health plan (SCHIP) to
continue to be eligible for benefits under the
vaccine for children program; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Mr. BAYH, and Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN):

S. 1646. A bill to amend title XIX and
XXI of the Social Security Act to im-
prove the coverage of needy children
under the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program (SCHIP) and the Med-
icaid Program; to the Committee on
Finance.
IMPROVED MATERNAL AND CHILDREN’S HEALTH

COVERAGE ACT

∑ Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, today
I rise to introduce the Improved Mater-
nal and Children’s Health Coverage
Act. I am joined by my colleagues Sen-
ator LANDRIEU, Senator GORDON SMITH,
Senator EVAN BAYH and Senator
DIANNE FEINSTEIN.

A similar bill was introduced in the
House of Representatives by Congress-
woman DEGETTE and Congresswoman
MORELLA.

This legislation is intended to help
increase the coverage of uninsured
children under the Children’s Health
Insurance Program, better known as
CHIP.

Right now there are 10.7 million un-
insured children in the United States.
The goal of CHIP is to insure 5 million
children nationally.

However, we have only enrolled 1.3
million of the targeted 5 million chil-
dren so far. We can do better. We must
do better.

Let’s get rid of barriers to coverage!
There are several simple, administra-
tive changes that we can make in this
legislation that will help break down
the barriers to enrollment.

First, we can reduce the need for ex-
cessive documentation. States would
be required to develop and use a uni-
form, simplified application form to de-
termine eligibility for both Medicaid
and CHIP. This means families only
have to fill out one form.

Second, families would only have to
deal with one state agency to establish
eligibility for either program. It is un-
fair to make parents go from agency to
agency to enroll for state health insur-
ance coverage.

Third, we can do a better job making
a greater variety of application sites
available to families. Rather than only
being able to apply at a state agency,
states could opt to expand application
site options. Let’s take the application
process to the places that parents and
their children go on a regular basis—
examples include schools and child
care centers.

This bill also expands health insur-
ance coverage options to pregnant
women who do not qualify for Medicaid
because their incomes are slightly
above Medicaid guidelines. Thousands
of pregnant women earn just a bit too
much to qualify for Medicaid, but they
do not have health insurance because
either their employer or their hus-
band’s employer doesn’t offer it.

We all know the importance of pre-
natal care to the health of unborn chil-
dren. If a mother receives proper pre-
natal care, her child has a much great-
er chance of being born healthy. That
is why the National Academy of Pedi-
atrics, the National Association of
Children’s Hospitals and the March of
Dimes—just to name a few organiza-
tions—support this legislation.

In an era of making every federal dol-
lar stretch as far as possible, this pro-
vision makes sense. For every $1 we
spend on prenatal care, we save $3 later
on that would be spent on complicated
deliveries and serious birth defects.
Sometimes you have to spend money to
save money.

Several years ago, the Arkansas gov-
ernor and the state legislature imple-
mented the AR Kids First health insur-
ance program for children who did not
qualify for Medicaid. AR Kids First
precedes CHIP.

The statistics for enrollment in the
CHIP program in Arkansas are a bit
ahead of the national curve. So for, AR
Kids First has enrolled half of all eligi-
ble children. Over 45,000 now have cov-
erage as a result of the state’s
proactive efforts and commitment to
children’s health.

It has been so successful in enrolling
eligible children for health insurance
that the Department of Health and
Human Services recently granted ap-
proval to allow AR Kids First to oper-
ate as the state’s CHIP program.

I applaud their efforts and hope that
other states can learn from the out-
reach success of AR Kids First.

Finally, this bill eliminates the sun-
set clause for a pot of money that Con-
gress allocated for states to help them
link families leaving welfare with the

Medicaid and CHIP programs. As part
of the 1996 welfare reform law, Con-
gress gave $500 million to states to see
that families with children in the wel-
fare system continue to receive health
care coverage.

Prior to 1996, poor families with chil-
dren automatically received health
benefits through Medicaid when they
signed up for AFDC. Since Congress
passed welfare reform legislation, Med-
icaid and TANF are no longer legally
connected. States must revamp their
eligibility systems to see that families
with children do not fall through the
cracks.

There has been confusion between
governors and the Department of
Health and Human Services about the
time period that this money could be
spent.

States run the risk of losing this
money just 2 days from now. On Sep-
tember 30th, 16 states are in jeopardy
of losing this funding and 18 more
states will lose funding by December
31, 1999.

So, as you see, this piece of the Ma-
ternal and Children’s Health Coverage
Act is critical—and timely.

I hope that the Congress and the
President will act swiftly to eliminate
the sunset clause and give states more
time to spend this valuable pot of
money.

Mr. President, Congress is currently
engaged in a debate over the Patients’
Bill of Rights. I hope that we don’t lose
sight of an equally important goal of
seeing that all children in America
have health care insurance.

I believe this bill takes a positive
step forward in helping states move
closer to the goal of providing health
insurance to 5 million uninsured chil-
dren. We can do this. We must do this.∑
∑ Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, today
I join my colleagues, Senator LINCOLN
from Arkansas, Senator BAYH from In-
diana, Senator SMITH from Oregon, and
Senator FEINSTEIN from California to
introduce the ‘‘Improved Maternal and
Children’s Health Coverage Act of
1999,’’ that would improve the health
coverage of needy children under the
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram (CHIP) and Medicaid. CHIP was
implemented during the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 to ensure children
living in working families that do not
qualify for Medicaid, but still cannot
afford health insurance, receive the
care they need.

As part of the 1996 welfare reform
law, Congress allocated $500 million to
states to provide children and families
access to Medicaid. This fund will ex-
pire for 16 states on September 30, 1999,
and for 18 more States, including Lou-
isiana, on December 31, 1999. Our pro-
posal would extend the life of this fund
to allow states to continue to use these
dollars as they carry out outreach ef-
forts for both Medicare and CHIP pro-
viding our children with health care.

Eleven million of the nation’s chil-
dren remain uninsured despite the pas-
sage of the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program. Mr. President, we
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need to strengthen this essential pro-
gram. In Louisiana alone, there are
268,000 children who still do not have
health insurance. About half of these
children are eligible for Medicaid or
CHIP, but are not enrolled because of
the lack of outreach. I know that in
my colleague’s state of Arkansas, they
have insured just over half of the chil-
dren who are eligible. The ‘‘Improved
Maternal and Children’s Health Cov-
erage Act’’ will provide better outreach
services to those families who may not
know of their eligibility. It provides for
a simplified and coordinated enroll-
ment process that would determine eli-
gibility for both Medicaid and CHIP.

Additionally, the measure gives the
states the option to cover pregnant
women. Studies have shown that pre-
natal care improves the health of new
born children and reduces the risk of
birth defects. It is so very important
that our children have health coverage
from the first day of life.

Parents are just beginning to be
aware that this special program exists
and that their children are eligible. It
is our responsibility as leaders to make
sure that our children are given the
best possible opportunities for success.
This means we must provide quality
access to children’s health services. We
must not let these children fall
through the cracks.∑

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
GORTON, and Mr. BINGAMAN):

S. 1648. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 to require the
Secretary of Agriculture to take cer-
tain actions if the European Union
does not reduce and subsequently
eliminate agricultural export sub-
sidies; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

AGRICULTURE FAIR TRADE ACT OF 1999

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the Agriculture Fair Trade
Act of 1999. I am joined by Senator
GORTON of Washington and Senator
BINGAMAN of New Mexico.

I begin by saying I believe the next
round of the WTO is vital to American
farmers. As a Senator who represents
Montana, a State whose primary indus-
try is agriculture, this next round will
decide the fate of our next generation
of producers. It is that simple.

It is becoming increasingly clear that
while the rest of the Nation continues
to experience astounding economic
growth and prosperity through open
and global trade, America’s farmers
and ranchers across the Nation are suf-
fering, and they have yet to reap the
fruits of free trade’s bounty.

During the last several months, we
have worked to identify goals for agri-
culture in the next round of the WTO.
The consensus is that we must step up
our efforts dramatically in order to
make genuine progress in leveling the
playing field for our agriculture indus-
try.

It is our intention that this bill will
begin this process. The Agriculture
Fair Trade Act provides a mechanism

through which we can target unfair ex-
port subsidies and fight for their total
elimination by January 1, 2003.

It is our hope that such legislation
will provide an incentive for our trad-
ing partners to voluntarily reduce
their export subsidies during the next
round of the WTO. The elimination of
these subsidies will benefit farmers on
both sides of the Atlantic.

I believe this act provides a powerful
two-tier trigger approach to the reduc-
tion of export subsidies.

First, the European Union must re-
duce its agriculture export subsidies by
50 percent by January 1, 2002. If the EU
fails to do so, the U.S. Agriculture Sec-
retary shall take appropriate measures
to protect the interests of American
agricultural producers and ensure the
international competitiveness of U.S.
agriculture.

In particular, the Secretary shall be
authorized to target EU’s most sen-
sitive export market for grains and
spend over $1 billion in Export En-
hancement Program funding in that
market.

Step 2 requires the EU to enter into
an agreement with the United States
by January 1, 2003. The EU must agree
to completely eliminate its export sub-
sidies, and if not, the U.S. Secretary of
Agriculture shall be authorized to,
again, target EU’s most sensitive ex-
port market for grain, double the Ex-
port Enhancement Program to $2 bil-
lion, and increase and utilize export
funding for market promotion and di-
rect ag export credit sales in the best
interest of American ag producers.

It is high time the Senate takes ac-
tion to ensure that the next round of
negotiations result in benefits to our
agricultural producers.

Why target EU export subsidies? I be-
lieve the United States has taken the
high road in leading by example. That
lead hurts U.S. producers. The United
States has long taken the position that
if we reduce support for agriculture, es-
pecially export subsidies, we will get a
fair trading system.

That is not the case across the Atlan-
tic, where the EU export subsidies are
60 times greater than export subsidies
in the United States. In fact, the EU
accounts for nearly 85 percent of the
world’s agricultural export subsidies.

I can remember in the 1980s when the
U.S. and EU engaged in an ‘‘export sub-
sidy war.’’ At the same time, they both
battled to undercut each other’s prices
in the world’s wheat export markets.
But over the decade, U.S. market share
declined while EU market share in-
creased dramatically.

Europe, formerly the world’s largest
net importer, suddenly became the
world’s largest net exporter of agricul-
tural products. It had nothing to do
with luck. It had everything to do with
their aggressive use of export subsidies.

How did the United States fight
back? We didn’t. To date, the United
States maintains an anemic Export En-
hancement Program. Authorized at
$500 million a year, EEP operates well

below its Uruguay Round reduction
commitments. If EEP is to be a cred-
ible tool in international trade, it is
high time we start flexing its muscle.

The United States will remain the
most open market in the world. I am
committed to that. At the same time,
we must do everything possible to open
foreign markets. A ‘‘trigger’’ is the
first step—it has leverage—but one
that must be taken as a very large
stride in the path toward free trade.

Again, I thank Senators GORTON and
BINGAMAN for cosponsoring this legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues vested in the
future of American agriculture to join
us in this endeavor.

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. MACK, and Mr. MCCAIN):

S. 1649. A bill to provide incentives
for States to establish and administer
periodic teacher testing and merit pay
programs for elementary school and
secondary school teachers; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor,
and Pensions.

THE MERIT ACT

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, today
I rise with my good friend and col-
league, Senator MACK, to introduce the
Measures to Encourage Results in
Teaching Act, or as it is frequently and
aptly called, the MERIT Act.

Mr. President, there has been a great
deal of discussion regarding our na-
tion’s schools and the state of elemen-
tary and secondary public school edu-
cation. This country spends $740 billion
per year on education. This is more
than the Gross Domestic Products of
Spain, Canada or Brazil. Yet the re-
sults of the Third International Mathe-
matics and Science Study for Eighth
Grade Students ranked American stu-
dents 28th in science and 17th in math
when compared to students in other
countries. This situation worsens by
the twelfth grade, when our advanced
students performed at the bottom of
international comparisons.

Mr. President, 43 percent of our
fourth graders cannot pass a basic
reading test. Our children deserve the
highest quality education possible and
unfortunately, as just even these few
statistics demonstrate, we are failing.
Neither our children nor our nation
can succeed unless we improve our edu-
cational system.

Without a good education and the
strong skills it provides, our young
people will not be able to get good jobs
at good wages. Without skilled, edu-
cated workers, our businesses will lose
their competitive edge in the world
marketplace. The prosperity of our en-
tire nation demands that we do more
to improve our children’s education.

The question then, Mr. President, is
‘‘how can we improve our kids’ edu-
cation?’’ There are a lot of fancy theo-
ries floating about on this topic. But
one thing we know for certain: the
most important educational tool in
any classroom remains a qualified,
highly trained teacher. Teachers play a
special and indispensable role in our
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children’s education. Nothing can re-
place the positive and long lasting im-
pact a dedicated, knowledgeable teach-
er has on a child’s learning process.
And nothing can compensate for the
weak teaching that, despite the best of
intentions, can result from a teacher’s
lack of knowledge, preparation, skill
and interest.

The bulk of our teachers are working
hard, under difficult circumstances, to
educate our children. Unfortunately,
Mr. President, too many of them have
not gained the training they need to
succeed in educating young people.
Currently, the Department of Edu-
cation reports that one-third of high
school math teachers, nearly 25 percent
of high school English teachers and 20
percent of science teachers are teach-
ing without a college major or even a
college minor in their subjects.

The MERIT Act constitutes an im-
portant step toward providing better
education. It will ensure that teachers
have the training they need to succeed,
and that teachers are rewarded for
their successes. Common sense dictates
that teachers should have subject-mat-
ter knowledge in the areas they teach.
Common sense also dictates that
teachers who motivate and inspire
their students, and who put forth the
extra effort to improve and expand
upon their own skills and knowledge,
should be rewarded.

The MERIT Act puts common sense
into action. It will provide incentives
for states to establish teacher testing
and merit pay policies. Specifically,
this legislation would provide that 50
percent of the funds provided over the
Fiscal Year 2000 appropriation level for
the Eisenhower Professional Develop-
ment Program will be made available
to any state that has established peri-
odic assessments of elementary and
secondary school teachers, and imple-
ments a pay system to reward teachers
based on merit and proven perform-
ance.

Mr. President, I’d like to be particu-
larly clear on one point: This bill will
not result in any reductions in funding
for the Eisenhower Professional Devel-
opment Program. This is an incentive
program, not another Washington-
knows-best mandate. No state will be
penalized for its decision not to par-
ticipate in the MERIT Act program. In
fact, should the appropriation level for
the Eisenhower Program increase, so
will the amount provided to each state.

What this legislation will provide,
Mr. President, is an important incen-
tive for states to make certain that our
kids are taught by committed teachers
who have received the training they
need to succeed. Day in and day out,
teachers make a real difference for our
kids. They inspire children to dream,
and to work to make those dreams
come true. They help our young people
realize their full potential and work to
achieve it. Their contributions are in-
valuable and their efforts demand com-
mendation. The MERIT Act would re-
ward these teachers for their commit-

ment and ensure that our children will
be taught by the most qualified and
knowledgeable individuals available.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the bill and a section by section
analysis, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1649

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; AND PUR-

POSES.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Measures to Encourage Results in
Teaching Act of 1999’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) All students deserve to be taught by
well-educated, competent, and qualified
teachers.

(2) More than ever before, education has
and will continue to become the ticket not
only to economic success but to basic sur-
vival. Students will not succeed in meeting
the demands of a knowledge-based, 21st cen-
tury society and economy if the students do
not encounter more challenging work in
school. For future generations to have the
opportunities to achieve success the future
generations will need to have an education
and a teacher workforce second to none.

(3) No other intervention can make the dif-
ference that a knowledgeable, skillful teach-
er can make in the learning process. At the
same time, nothing can fully compensate for
weak teaching that, despite good intentions,
can result from a teacher’s lack of oppor-
tunity to acquire the knowledge and skill
needed to help students master the cur-
riculum.

(4) The Federal Government established
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment Program in 1985 to ensure that
teachers and other educational staff have ac-
cess to sustained and high-quality profes-
sional development. This ongoing develop-
ment must include the ability to dem-
onstrate and judge the performance of teach-
ers and other instructional staff.

(5) States should evaluate their teachers
on the basis of demonstrated ability, includ-
ing tests of subject matter knowledge, teach-
ing knowledge, and teaching skill. States
should develop a test for their teachers and
other instructional staff with respect to the
subjects taught by the teachers and staff,
and should administer the test every 3 to 5
years.

(6) Evaluating and rewarding teachers with
a compensation system that supports teach-
ers who become increasingly expert in a sub-
ject area, are proficient in meeting the needs
of students and schools, and demonstrate
high levels of performance measured against
professional teaching standards, will encour-
age teachers to continue to learn needed
skills and broaden teachers’ expertise, there-
by enhancing education for all students.

(c) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are as follows:

(1) To provide incentives for States to es-
tablish and administer periodic teacher test-
ing and merit pay programs for elementary
school and secondary school teachers.

(2) To encourage States to establish merit
pay programs that have a significant impact
on teacher salary scales.

(3) To encourage programs that recognize
and reward the best teachers, and encourage
those teachers that need to do better.

SEC. 2. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER TEST-
ING AND MERIT PAY.

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Title II of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20
U.S.C. 6601 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by redesignating part E as part F;
(2) by redesignating sections 2401 and 2402

as sections 2501 and 2502, respectively; and
(3) by inserting after part D the following:

‘‘PART E—STATE INCENTIVES FOR
TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY

‘‘SEC. 2401. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

‘‘(a) STATE AWARDS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this title, from funds de-
scribed in subsection (b) that are made avail-
able for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall
make an award to each State that—

‘‘(1) administers a test to each elementary
school and secondary school teacher in the
State, with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher, every 3 to 5 years; and

‘‘(2) has an elementary school and sec-
ondary school teacher compensation system
that is based on merit.

‘‘(b) AVAILALE FUNDING.—The amount of
funds referred to in subsection (a) that are
available to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year is 50 percent of the amount of funds
appropriated to carry out this title that are
in excess of the amount so appropriated for
fiscal year 2000, except that no funds shall be
available to carry out this section for any
fiscal year for which—

‘‘(1) the amount appropriated to carry out
this title exceeds $600,000,000; or

‘‘(2) each of the several States is eligible to
receive an award under this section.

‘‘(c) AWARD AMOUNT.—A State shall receive
an award under this section in an amount
that bears the same relation to the total
amount available for awards under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year as the number of States
that are eligible to receive such an award for
the fiscal year bears to the total number of
all States so eligible for the fiscal year.

‘‘(d) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds provided under
this section may be used by the States to
carry out the activities described in section
2207.

‘‘(e) DEFINITION OF STATE.—For the purpose
of this section, the term ‘State’ means each
of the 50 States and the District of Colum-
bia.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
October 1, 2000.
SEC. 3. TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a State may use Fed-
eral education funds—

(1) to carry out a test of each elementary
school or secondary school teacher in the
State with respect to the subjects taught by
the teacher; or

(2) to establish a merit pay program for the
teachers.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the terms
‘‘elementary school’’ and ‘‘secondary school’’
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 14101 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; FINDINGS; AND
PURPOSES

This section states that the short title of
this bill is the ‘‘Measures to Encourage Re-
sults in Teaching Act of 1999.’’

The findings section stresses the impor-
tance of having quality teachers in the class-
room and the direct correlation between a
teacher’s ability and the educational success
of his or her students.The findings also state
the importance of evaluating teachers on the
basis of demonstrated ability, including tests
of subject matter knowledge, teaching
knowledge, and teaching skill.
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The purpose of the legislation is to provide

incentives for States to establish and admin-
ister periodic teacher testing and merit pay
programs for elementary and secondary
school teachers.

SECTION 2. STATE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHER
TESTING AND MERIT PAY

Section 2(a) amends the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act by adding Sec. 2401
‘‘State Incentives for Teacher Testing and
Merit Pay.’’

Subsection (a) states that the Secretary of
Education shall make awards to each State
that tests each elementary and secondary
school teacher in the subject he or she teach-
es every 3 to 5 years and that establishes a
teacher compensation system based on
merit.

Subsection (b) states that the available
funding for the above section shall be 50 per-
cent of the increase in funds appropriated for
the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment Program about the FY 2000 appro-
priated levels. This ensures that States will
not have their Eisenhower funding cut below
current fundings levels.

Subsection (c) divides the amount awarded
under this section equally among States op-
erating a teacher testing and merit pay pro-
gram.

Subsection (d) stipulates that funds under
this section can only be used to carry out
teacher testing and merit pay activity.

Subsection (e) defines ‘‘State’’ to mean
each of the 50 States and the District of Co-
lumbia.

SECTION 3. TEACHER TESTING AND MERIT PAY

Subsection (a) stipulates that States may
use Federal education funds to carry out
teacher testing programs and to establish
merit pay programs for teachers.

Subsection (d) defines ‘‘elementary school’’
and ‘‘secondary school’’ as having the same
meaning as under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.∑

∑ Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise
today with my friend and colleague
Senator ABRAHAM, to introduce the
Merit Act, which is legislation to en-
sure that every classroom in America
is staffed with a competent, qualified
and caring teacher. Last Congress, the
Senate debated a number of initiatives
to further this goal and passed this leg-
islation as an amendment to a com-
prehensive education reform bill,
which was vetoed by the President.
Earlier this year, I joined Senator
GREGG in cosponsor the Teacher Em-
powerment Act. Both the TEA, and the
MERIT ACT are important reform bills
to enable local schools to staff their
classrooms with the best and brightest
teachers.

The 21st Century begins in just under
100 days. If our children are to be pre-
pared for the challenges ahead, edu-
cational excellence must become our
first order of business. As Congress
continues to focus on a number of im-
portant reforms to federal K–12 edu-
cation policy, I strongly believe that
any real education reform must con-
front the most basic, the most impor-
tant, and the most neglected aspect of
public education: the quality of in-
struction in the classroom.

Parents all over the state of Florida,
and I imagine the same is true around
the country, are concerned that the
success —or failure—of their child’s en-
tire academic year will be determined

by the quality and expertise of their
child’s teacher. Studies show that the
most important factor in determining
student success on standardized tests is
the teacher’s ability to present the ma-
terial. Studies also show that when a
student is assigned an ineffective
teacher, the damage is not limited to
one year. In fact, student test scores do
not recover for three years, even if
their subsequent teachers are excel-
lent.

America’s classrooms are staffed
with many dedicated, knowledgeable,
and hardworking teachers. Neverthe-
less, the case for sweeping reform is
not difficult to make. While the United
States already spends more money per
pupil than virtually any industrialized
democracy in the world, our children
frequently score near the bottom in
international exams in science and
math. Without exceptional teaching,
no amount of resources will be able to
turn bad schools into good schools.
Throwing more money at the problem
is no longer the answer.

Our schools and classrooms should be
staffed with teachers who have the ap-
propriate training and background.
Students deserve teachers with a thor-
ough knowledge of the subjects they
are teaching and the ability to convey
complex material in ways that stu-
dents can understand. One way to de-
termine the competency of teachers
would be to test them on their knowl-
edge of the subject areas they teach.

At a time when states are raising the
bar for student achievement, few are
raising standards for teachers. Today,
seven states have no licensing exams
for new teachers, and of the 43 states
that do have licensing exams, only 29
require high school teachers to pass an
exam in the subject they plan to teach.
However, in many cases, these require-
ments are waived when there is a
shortage of qualified candidates.

We have a clear interest in ensuring
that beginning teachers are able to
meet high standards and are knowl-
edgeable about the subject matter they
are presenting, and a number of states
have taken the initiative to test their
prospective teachers. However, when
you consider that many teachers—es-
pecially teachers in low income dis-
tricts—do not even have a minor de-
gree in the subject they teach, it is im-
portant to periodically evaluate the
performance of all teachers. Schools
are often strapped for good teachers
and will simply staff a science class
with a math teacher. These are cases
where testing could provide valuable
insight as to the mastery of the teach-
er in additional subjects, and would
identify those teachers who need addi-
tional encouragement.

Common sense also dictates that we
should not concentrate all our atten-
tion on under-performing teachers. We
must also recognize that there are
many great teachers who are success-
fully challenging their students on a
daily basis. Today, our public schools
compensate teachers based almost

solely on seniority, not on their per-
formance inside the classroom. Merit-
pay would differentiate between teach-
ers who are hard-working and inspir-
ing, and those who fall short.

The legislation we are introducing
today, known as the MERIT ACT—
which stands for Measures to Enhance
Results in Teaching —is the same leg-
islation that passed the Senate last
Congress with bipartisan support by a
vote of 63–35. It rewards states that
test its teachers on their subject mat-
ter knowledge, and pays its teachers
based on merit.

Here is how it works: we will make
half of any additional funding over the
FY 2000 level for the Eisenhower Pro-
fessional Development Program avail-
able to states that periodically test el-
ementary and secondary school teach-
ers, and reward teachers based on
merit and proven performance. There
will be no reduction in current funding
to states under this program based on
this legislation. As funding increases
for this program, so will the amount
each state receives. Incentives will and
should be provided to those states that
take the initiative to establish teacher
testing and merit pay programs.

Again, I want to emphasize that all
current money being spent on this pro-
gram is unaffected by this legislation.
Only additional money will be used as
an incentive for states to enact teacher
testing and merit pay programs.

Finally, this legislation enables
states to also use federal education
money to establish and administer
teacher testing and merit pay pro-
grams. This broad approach will enable
states to staff their schools with the
best and most qualified teachers, there-
by enhancing learning for all students.
In turn, teachers can be certain that
all of their energy, dedication and ex-
pertise will be rewarded. And it can be
done without placing new mandates on
states or increasing the federal bu-
reaucracy.

It is interesting to note that as Gov-
ernor of the State of Arkansas, Bill
Clinton enthusiastically supported
teacher testing, and as Governor of
South Carolina, Secretary of Education
Richard Riley advocated a merit-pay
plan. In fact, then-Governor Clinton in
1984 said that he was more convinced
than ever that competency tests were
needed to take inventory of teachers’
basic skills. He said, ‘‘Teachers who
don’t pass the test shouldn’t be in the
classroom’’. While President Clinton
vetoed this legislation last year, I am
hoping he will stand by his State of the
Union address where he stated that
new teachers should be required to pass
performance exams and all teachers
should know the subject matter they
are teaching.

I would also like to mention the im-
portant steps being taken by schools
around the country to address the need
for merit-based pay. Most recently, in
Denver, Colorado, schools have reached
an agreement with the unions to com-
mence a two year demonstration pro-
gram which will pay teachers based on
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performance. It is important to note
the two largest unions, the National
Education Association and the Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers, have ap-
proached the Denver plan with an open
mind. In this program, teachers can
earn an additional $1500 by the end of
an academic year if a majority of the
teacher’s students ‘‘improve.’’ I am en-
couraged by the initiative taken by
Denver’s schools to implement innova-
tive approaches to teacher compensa-
tion, and I look forward to the contin-
ued cooperation of America’s teacher
unions. Without their cooperation, re-
forms to education in America are
often frustrated. In the end, I believe
teachers, administrators, parents and
students will be able to devise a system
that is fair and one that works to im-
prove teacher and student performance
alike.

I look forward to working with my
colleagues as we continue the fight to
give dedicated professionals who teach
our children a personal stake in the
quality of the instruction they provide.
I hope there will again be broad, bipar-
tisan support for this bill.∑
∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
proud to join my colleagues, Senators
ABRAHAM and MACK to introduce legis-
lation today which will help ensure
that our children are being taught by
the best, brightest and most compo-
nent teachers.

‘‘A teacher affects eternity; they can
never tell where their influence stops.’’
I share this sentiment of Henry
Adams—knowledgeable, enthusiastic
teachers play a critical role in the de-
velopment of our children.

Personally, I can attest to the last-
ing mark teachers can have on a child,
for my life has greatly benefitted from
the guidance, encouragement and sup-
port of many teachers. As many of my
colleagues know, my years in school
were not notable for individual aca-
demic achievement, but I was fortu-
nate to have been taught by some of
the finest leaders and role models our
nation could offer a young person.
Their efforts helped prepare me for the
experiences and obstacles I faced later
in life.

It is important for us to continue to
work to ensure that all children have
access to wonderful, intelligent and in-
spirational teachers. It is my strong
belief that testing our teachers and
providing merit pay for those that
excel is critical for retaining smart,
enthusiastic and talented teachers in
our nation’s classrooms. This is why I
cosponsored this measure last year and
have joined my colleagues again this
year to reintroduce this legislation.

Too many teachers are receiving sal-
aries which are not commensurate with
the invaluable service they provide. It
is unconscionable that a bad politician
is paid more than a good teacher. I will
continue fighting for better pay for our
nation’s teachers, but I will also con-
tinue fighting for programs which en-
courage our states to provide merit-
based pay, and periodically test teach-

ers for competence. By all means, we
should reward good teachers. They
have answered one of the highest
callings in our society, and they should
be honored for the sacrifices they make
on our children’s behalf. But we should
also weed out problem teachers who
have lost the desire to teach or who
have failed to improve their teaching
skills in this high tech age.

The fact is that teachers who refuse
to demonstrate their competency, are
probably not competent to teach.
Every child in every classroom de-
serves a teacher who is qualified and
enthusiastic about teaching. Some peo-
ple just aren’t meant to be teachers,
and we should help them find another
line of work.

There are thousands of dedicated
teachers around our nation working
with parents, school officials and local
communities to guide our children and
provide them with the highest quality
education necessary for ensuring the
youth of our country have both the
love in their hearts and the knowledge
in their heads to not only dream, but
to make their dreams a reality. These
are precisely the teachers whom we
should be fighting to keep in our
schools and merit pay is crucial to-
wards achieving that.

America’s teachers are helping our
youth develop the personal, profes-
sional and emotional skills necessary
for successfully defining and achieving
their goals. The impact of quality
teachers on our children and our na-
tion’s future is immeasurable and irre-
placeable, and we must continue devel-
oping and strengthening programs
which encourage these teachers to con-
tinue teaching our children and build-
ing a better future for all of us. I urge
my colleagues to support this measure
we are introducing today and work
with us to ensure the best teachers
with the best skills are teaching our
children.∑

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
CRAIG, and Mrs. MURRAY):

S. 1651. A bill to amend the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 to require the
Secretary of Agriculture to take cer-
tain actions if the European Union
does not reduce and subsequently
eliminate agricultural export sub-
sidies; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

AGRICULTURAL TRADE FAIRNESS ACT OF 1999

∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the ‘‘Agriculture
Fair Trade Act of 1999.’’ I am pleased to
be joined in this bipartisan effort by
the bill’s leading cosponsors, Senator
GORTON, Senator BINGAMAN, Senator
CRAIG and Senator MURRAY. The meas-
ure is also supported by the Montana
Grain Growers and the Montana Farm
Bureau.

Let me begin by saying that this
next round of WTO is vital. As a sen-
ator who represents Montana—a state
whose primary industry is agri-
culture—this next round will decide

the fate of our next generation of pro-
ducers. It is becoming increasingly
clear that while the rest of the nation
continues to experience astounding
economic growth and prosperity
through open and global trade, Amer-
ica’s farmers and ranchers across the
nation suffer. They have yet to reap
the fruits of free trade’s bounty.

During the past several months, we
in the Senate, the Administration and
farmers and ranchers back home have
worked to identify the goals for agri-
culture in the next round in the WTO.
And the consensus is that we must step
up our efforts in order to make any
genuine progress in leveling the play-
ing field for the agricultural industry.

It is our intention that this bill will
begin this process. The Agriculture
Fair Trade Act provides a mechanism
through which we can target unfair ex-
port subsidies and fight for their total
elimination by January 1, 2003. It is our
hope that such legislation will provide
an incentive for our trading partners to
voluntarily reduce their export sub-
sidies during the next round of the
WTO. The elimination of these sub-
sidies will benefit farmers on both sides
of the Atlantic.

I believe that the Agriculture Fair
Trade Act provides a powerful, two-
tiered ‘‘trigger’’ approach to the reduc-
tion of export subsidies.

First, the European Union must re-
duce its agricultural export subsidies
by 50 percent by January 1, 2002. If the
EU fails to do so, the U.S. Secretary of
Agriculture shall take appropriate
measures to protect the interests of
American agricultural producers and
ensure the international competitive-
ness of United States agriculture.

In particular, the Secretary shall be
authorized to—

Target the EU’s most sensitive ex-
port market for grains, and

Spend $1 billion in Export Enhance-
ment Program funding in that market.

Step two requires the European
Union to enter into an agreement with
the United States. By January 1, 2003,
the EU must agree to completely
eliminate its export subsidies. If not,
the U.S. Secretary of Agriculture shall
be authorized to—

Again, target the EU’s most sensitive
export market for grains,

Double the Export Enhancement Pro-
gram to $2 billion, and

Increase and utilize export funding
for market promotion and direct ag ex-
port credit sales in the best interest of
American ag producers.

It’s high time, we in the U.S. Senate
take action to ensure that the next
round of negotiations results in bene-
fits to our producers.

WHY TARGET EU EXPORT SUBSIDIES?
I believe that the U.S. has taken the

high road in leading by example. That
lead hurts U.S. producers. The United
States has long taken the position that
if we reduce support for agriculture we
will get a fair trading system. That is
not the case across the Atlantic, where
the EU export subsidies are 60 times
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greater than export subsidies in the
United States. In fact, the EU accounts
for nearly 85 percent of the world’s ex-
port subsidies.

I can remember the 1980s when the
U.S. and EU engaged in an ‘‘export sub-
sidy war.’’ At that time, both countries
battled to undercut each other’s prices
in the world’s wheat export markets.
Over the decade, U.S. market share de-
clined while EU market share in-
creased dramatically. Europe, formerly
the world’s largest net importer, sud-
denly became the world’s largest net
exporter. It had nothing to do with
luck. It had everything to do with their
aggressive use of export subsidies.

And how did the United States fight
back? We didn’t. To date, the United
States maintains the anemic Export
Enhancement Program. Authorized at
$500 million a year, EEP operates well
below its Uruguay Round reduction
commitments. If EEP is to be a cred-
ible tool in international trade, its
high time to start flexing its muscle.

The United States will remain the
most open market in the world. I am
committed to that. At the same time,
we must do everything possible to open
foreign markets. A ‘‘trigger’’ is the
first step—but one that must be taken
as a very large stride in the path to-
ward fair trade.

I again thank Senators GORTON,
BINGAMAN, CRAIG and MURRAY for co-
sponsoring this important legislation.
And I urge my colleagues vested in the
future of America agriculture to join
us in this endeavor.∑

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr.
BAUCUS, Mr. LOTT, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. WARNER, Mr.
BREAUX, Mr. CRAPO, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
MOYNIHAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr.
REID, and Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 1653. A bill to reauthorize and
amend the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

NATIONAL FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION
ESTABLISHMENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1999

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to reau-
thorize the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation Establishment Act of 1984.
This legislation makes important
changes in the Foundation’s charter,
changes that I believe will allow the
Foundation to build on its fine record
of providing funding for conservation
of our Nation’s fish, wildlife, and plant
resources.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation was established in 1984, to bring
together diverse groups to engage in
conservation projects across America
and, in some cases, around the world.
Since its inception, the Foundation has
made more than 3,400 grants totaling
over $435 million. This is an impressive
record of accomplishment. The Foun-
dation has pioneered some notable con-
servation programs, including imple-
menting the North American Water-

fowl Management plan, Partners in
Flight for neotropical birds, Bring
Back the Natives Program, the Exxon
Save the Tiger Fund, and the establish-
ment of the Conservation Plan for
Sterling Forest in New York and New
Jersey, to name just a few.

Mr. President, the Foundation has
funded these programs by raising pri-
vate funds to match Federal appropria-
tions on at least a 2 to 1 basis. During
this time of fiscal constraint this is an
impressive record of leveraging Federal
dollars. Moreover, all of the Founda-
tion’s operating costs are raised pri-
vately, which means that Federal and
private dollars given for conservation
is spent only on conservation projects.

I am proud to count myself as one of
the ‘‘Founding Fathers’’ of the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. In
1984, I, along with my colleagues Sen-
ators Howard Baker, George Mitchell,
and JOHN BREAUX, saw the need to cre-
ate a private, nonprofit group that
could build public-private partnerships
and consensus, where previously there
had only been acrimony and, many
times, contentious litigation.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation has more than fulfilled the
hopes of its original sponsors. It has
helped to bring solutions to some dif-
ficult natural resource problems and is
becoming widely recognized for its in-
novative approach to solving environ-
mental problems. For example, when
Atlantic salmon neared extinction in
the United States due to overharvest in
Greenland, the Foundation and its
partners bought Greenland salmon
quotas. I and many others in Congress
want the Foundation to continue its
important conservation efforts. So,
today I am introducing amendments to
the Foundation’s charter that will
allow it to do just that.

Mr. President, this legislation is
quite simple. It makes three key
changes to current law. First, the bill
would expand the Foundation’s gov-
erning board of directors from 15 mem-
bers to 25 members. This will allow a
greater number of those with a strong
interest in conservation to actively
participate in, and contribute to, the
Foundation’s activities.

The bill’s second key feature author-
izes the Foundation to work with other
agencies within the Department of the
Interior and the Department of Com-
merce, in addition to the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration.
Mr. President, it is my view that the
Foundation should continue to provide
valuable assistance to government
agencies within the Departments of the
Interior and Commerce that may be
faced with conservation issues. Finally,
it would reauthorize appropriations to
the Departments of the Interior and
the Department of Commerce through
2004.

Mr. President, last year this bill
passed the Senate by unanimous con-
sent, but unfortunately the House was
unable to duplicate our efforts. I be-

lieve that this legislation will produce
real conservation benefits and I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to once again
give the bill their support.
∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in 1984,
Congress created the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, a charitable, non-
profit corporation with the mission of
conserving our nation’s fish, wildlife,
plant, and other natural resources. The
Foundation’s creation was championed
by congressional members from both
sides of the aisle, including my es-
teemed colleague on the Environment
and Public Works Committee, Chair-
man JOHN CHAFEE. The bipartisan sup-
port the Foundation received in Con-
gress reflected broad agreement that
additional efforts were needed to pro-
tect and manage our natural resources.

Over the past 15 years, National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation has estab-
lished a solid track record. The Foun-
dation has achieved on-the-ground re-
sults. It has also stretched federal dol-
lars and built public-private partner-
ships essential to conservation efforts.
The Foundation has provided more
than 3,500 grants to over 940 private
local organizations, state and county
governments, tribes, federal and inter-
state agencies, and colleges and univer-
sities in all 50 states. By requiring
grantees to match Foundation grants
with non-federal funds, the $135 million
in federal funds invested by the Foun-
dation have been leveraged to deliver
more than $440 million to natural re-
source conservation efforts. Signifi-
cantly, these funds are used to help
build public-private partnerships
among individual landowners, govern-
ment and tribal agencies, conservation
organizations, and business. The result
is the development of consensus, lo-
cally-driven solutions to the challenges
involved in protecting and managing
fish, wildlife, plants, and other natural
resources.

In my home state of Montana, where
fishing, hunting, and the enjoyment of
our natural resources are deeply in-
grained into our way of life, the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation
has made important contributions to
conservation efforts. These contribu-
tions include supporting environmental
education, habitat restoration and pro-
tection, resource management, and the
development of conservation policy.
For example, public-private partner-
ships have been established to restore
and protect native fish species, such as
Arctic grayling, bull trout, and cut-
throat trout, prized by anglers. Work-
ing with landowners, thousands of
acres of lands have been purchased and
easements acquired to benefit elk, big-
horn sheep, mule deer, other game ani-
mals. Support has been provided to
county and tribal efforts to control the
spread of noxious weed species that
threaten farms, rangelands, wildlife
habitat, and recreation areas. In total,
the Foundation has funded 187 projects
and delivered a total of almost $13 mil-
lion to conservation projects in Mon-
tana.
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Mr. President, even with the accom-

plishments of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, the need to con-
serve the nation’s natural resources re-
mains. Today, in too many areas of the
country, the health and sustainability
of fish, wildlife, and plants, and the
habitats on which they depend, are
threatened. Bitter disputes continue to
arise among interests when solutions
to difficult natural resource problems
are sought. Tight budgets often se-
verely limit the ability of governments
and private entities to adequately ad-
dress conservation challenges. Because
of this, the need for an organization
such as the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, which promotes conserva-
tion, builds partnerships and con-
sensus, and stretches dollars, is as
clear today as it was in 1984

The bill we are introducing today,
the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
tion Establishment Act Amendments
of 1999, will increase the Foundation’s
ability to continue to carry out is im-
portant mission. First and foremost,
the legislation authorizes federal ap-
propriations through 2004 to support
the Foundation’s work. The legislation
also strengthens the Foundation by in-
creasing the size of its board of direc-
tors and allowing board members to be
removed for nonperformance. Finally,
the bill broadens the Foundation’s au-
thority by allowing it to work with all
agencies within the Departments of In-
terior and Commerce. This legislation
is nearly identical to the legislation
passed by the Senate last year.

Mr. President, the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation has provided valu-
able assistance to this nation’s natural
resource conservation efforts over the
past 15 years. If the legislation we are
introducing today is passed, I have no
doubt that the Foundation will con-
tinue it solid record of accomplish-
ment. I urge my colleagues to join the
bipartisan group of cosponsors and sup-
port this important legislation.∑

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today
Chairman CHAFEE has introduced legis-
lation providing for the reauthoriza-
tion of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. I appreciate the leadership
that the chairman has taken in spon-
soring this bipartisan bill, and antici-
pate that it will move quickly through
the legislative process.

I have been a strong supporter of the
Foundation and the programs and ac-
tivities it undertakes to further con-
servation and management of our na-
tion’s fish and wildlife resources from
the beginning. Created by Congress in
1984, the Foundation has used its rela-
tionship with government, private, and
corporate stakeholders to foster inter-
agency cooperation and coordination.
It has also brought private sector in-
volvement, initiative, imagination, and
technology to bear in solving conserva-
tion problems.

Mr. President, the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act
requires that all federal money appro-
priated to the Foundation be matched

by contributions from non-federal
sources, such as: corporations, State
and local government agencies, founda-
tions and individuals. The Founda-
tion’s operating policy is to raise a
match of at least 2 to 1, to maximize
leverage for our federal funds. The
Foundation takes the appropriated
money and places it directly into con-
servation projects. What does this
mean? This means that for every feder-
ally appropriated dollar we give the
Foundation, an average of $3.17 in on-
the-ground conservation takes place.
This is something we all should take
credit for.

Mr. President, one of the things that
distinguishes the Foundation from
other conservation groups, is that its
efforts yield results in the field, and
that its projects include its trademark
characteristics of partnership building,
public-private coordination, commu-
nity involvement, and sustainable eco-
nomics. The Foundation has worked
with over 700 agencies, universities,
businesses and conservation groups,
both large and small, over the last dec-
ade. These factors have helped the
Foundation become one of the most ef-
fective conservation organizations in
the nation. The Foundation’s projects
are all peer reviewed by agency staff,
state resource officials, and other pro-
fessionals in the natural resource field,
and there is a process to solicit com-
ments from members of Congress con-
cerning grants in a member’s district
or state.

In Mississippi the Foundation has
supported many local habitat restora-
tion projects aimed specifically at
helping private landowners restore
wetlands and riparian areas to improve
habitat for waterfowl and shorebirds.
Further, the Foundation is an impor-
tant partner in the work that local
groups are going to market the con-
servation programs of the farm bill in
Mississippi. With funds from the Foun-
dation, local conservation groups are
partnering with the USDA Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service to reach
farmers who had not participated in
conservation programs. Finally, the
Foundation is playing a key role in re-
storing bottomland hardwood habitats
critical to migrating neotropical song-
birds and other water-dependent wild-
life species by working with utility
companies to support tree planting
throughout the region. These efforts
all help in regaining some the state’s
original wetlands habitats.

Mr. President, we are all aware of our
deficit reduction challenges and the
needs and concerns of our many con-
stituencies. The Foundation provides
us with a unique opportunity to meet
these challenges and needs.

Mr. President, this bill should be
acted upon quickly, and the chairman
can count on my strong support for the
bill’s adoption.

By Mr. MACK (for himself and
Mr. GRAHAM):

S. 1654. A bill to protect the coast of
Florida; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

FLORIDA COAST PROTECTION ACT OF 2000

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, Senator
GRAHAM and I rise again to introduce
the Florida Coast Protection Act of
2000. This legislation will amend cur-
rent law to give states the ability to
have all pertinent environmental infor-
mation on hand before they are forced
to rule on oil and gas drilling develop-
ment plans, and it would also imple-
ment a permanent ban on leasing in
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico.

Mr. President, Floridians have al-
ways been justifiably concerned about
the prospect of oil and gas exploration
in the waters off our coast. We are well
aware of the risk this activity poses to
our environment and our economy be-
cause, in Florida, a healthy environ-
ment means a healthy economy. Mil-
lions of people come to Florida each
year to enjoy the climate, our beaches,
and our fine quality of life. The tour-
ism industry in Florida provides mil-
lions of jobs and generates revenues in
the billion of dollars. It would take
only one disaster to end Florida’s good
standing as America’s vacationland.
We cannot afford to let that happen.

Throughout my tenure in the Senate
I have opposed exploration and drilling
off Florida’s coasts. My goal—and the
goal of the entire Florida Congres-
sional delegation—is to permanently
remove this threat from Florida’s
coast. In recent years, we have stood
together in opposition to drilling and
have successfully extended the annual
moratorium on all new leasing activi-
ties on Florida’s continental shelf.
While the opposition of Floridians to
oil drilling is well-documented, the re-
ality remains that leases have been
issued, potential drilling sites have
been explored, and it is likely that ac-
tual extraction of resources could take
place within the next few years.

In order to prevent a repeat of the
past mistake of leasing in the OCS off
Florida, our legislation makes perma-
nent the ban on any new leasing activ-
ity within 100 miles of our coast. In ad-
dition, it gives states the flexibility to
make a determination regarding the
consistency of oil and gas development
and production plans as required by the
Coastal Zone Management Act after an
environmental impact statement de-
tailing the direct and cumulative im-
pacts of the project is completed by the
Minerals Management Service.

It is this second provision which is so
important. Many in this body may not
be aware that my state is currently en-
gaged in a battle to keep drilling rigs
off its coasts. In the process, the gov-
ernment of the state of Florida was
forced, by current law, to make a con-
sistency determination on a pending
development plan without the benefit
of the environmental impact state-
ment. In fact, the state was forced to
conclude that the plan is inconsistent
with its own coastal zone management
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program months before the environ-
mental impact statement was con-
cluded. As I stand here, the EIS for this
development plan is still not finalized
and its draft is currently the subject of
public hearings. Without the benefit of
this detailed study, the state is unable
to accurately assess the primary, sec-
ondary and cumulative impacts drill-
ing will have on our coast, estuaries,
marine life and our economy. No state
should be put in a similar position and
our bill seeks to correct this.

Mr. President, removing the threat of
oil and gas exploration permanently
from Florida’s coast will require re-
sponsible leadership from the Congress.
This reasonable legislation, in my
view, will provide states with critical
information needed to assess risks to
my state’s economic and environ-
mental well-being. I urge my col-
leagues to support this worthwhile ef-
fort. We look forward to working with
Senator MURKOWSKI, Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources, to meet this goal. I
thank the Chair and ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1654

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Florida
Coast Protection Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

REQUIREMENTS.
Section 307(c)(3) of the Coastal Zone Man-

agement Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(C) NECESSARY DATA AND INFORMATION.—
For purposes of subparagraph (B), a State
shall not be considered to receive all nec-
essary data and information with respect to
a plan for exploration, development, or pro-
duction before the date on which the State
receives a copy of an environmental impact
statement under section 102(2)(C) of the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42
U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)) that applies to that explo-
ration, development, or production.’’.
SEC. 3. UNIFORM DOCUMENTATION REQUIRE-

MENTS.
Section 25 of the Outer Continental Shelf

Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1351(a) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (a)(1), by striking ‘‘other

than the Gulf of Mexico,’’ each place it ap-
pears; and

(2) by striking subsection (l).
SEC. 4. OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT AND PRO-

DUCTION.
Section 25(e) of the Outer Continental

Shelf Lands Act of 1972 (43 U.S.C. 1351(e)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(e)(1) At least’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(e) MAJOR FEDERAL ACTION.—
‘‘(1) OUTSIDE THE GULF OF MEXICO.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—At least’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘(2) The Secretary’’ and in-

serting the following:
‘‘(B) PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLANS.—The

Secretary’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) IN THE GULF OF MEXICO.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The approval of a devel-

opment and production plan in a covered

area (as defined in section 8(p)(1)) shall be
considered to be a major Federal action for
the purposes of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.).

‘‘(B) TIME FOR REVIEW FOLLOWING RECEIPT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.—In
the case of a development and production
plan in a covered area, the Secretary shall
ensure that each affected State for which a
development and production plan affects any
land use or water use in the coastal zone of
the State with a coastal zone management
program approved under section 306 of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16
U.S.C. 1455), receives the final environmental
impact statement not less than 180 days be-
fore determining concurrence or objection to
the coastal zone consistency certification
that is required to accompany the environ-
mental impact statement under section
307(c)(3)(B) of the Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1456(c)(3)(B)).’’.
SEC. 5. LEASING ACTIVITY OFF THE COAST OF

FLORIDA.
Section 8 of the Outer Continental Shelf

Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1337) is amended—
(1) in subsection (a)(1), by striking ‘‘The

Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as pro-
vided in subsection (p), the Secretary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(p) LEASING ACTIVITY OFF THE COAST OF

FLORIDA.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:
‘‘(A) COVERED AREA.—The term ‘covered

area’ means—
‘‘(i) the Eastern Gulf of Mexico Planning

Area (as established by the Secretary) which
is adjacent to the State of Florida as defined
by 43 U.S.C. 1333(a)(2)(A);

‘‘(ii) the Straits of Florida Planning Area
(as established by the Secretary); and

‘‘(iii) the South Atlantic Planning Area (as
established by the Secretary) which is adja-
cent to the State of Florida as defined by 43
U.S.C. 1333 (a)(2)(A);
within 100 miles off the coast of Florida.

‘‘(B) PRELEASING ACTIVITY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘preleasing ac-

tivity’ means an activity relating to a lease
that is conducted before a lease sale is held.

‘‘(ii) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘preleasing ac-
tivity’ includes—

‘‘(I) the scheduling of a lease sale;
‘‘(II) the issuance of a request for industry

interest;
‘‘(III) the issuance of a call for information

or a nomination;
‘‘(IV) the identification of an area for pro-

spective leasing;
‘‘(V) the publication of a draft or final en-

vironmental impact statement or a notice of
sale; and

‘‘(VI) the performance of any form of ro-
tary drilling in a prospective lease area.

‘‘(iii) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘preleasing
activity’ does not include an environmental,
geologic, geophysical, economic, engineer-
ing, or other scientific analysis, study, or
evaluation.

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION OF PRELEASING ACTIVITIES
AND LEASE SALES.—The Secretary shall not
conduct any preleasing activity or hold a
lease sale under this Act in a covered area.’’.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today with my colleague, Senator
MACK, to introduce legislation that
will protect the coast of Florida in the
future from the damages of offshore
drilling.

I introduced similar legislation in
last year’s Congress that sought to cod-
ify the annual moratorium on leasing
in the Gulf of Mexico and ensure that
states receive all environmental docu-
mentation prior to making a decision
on whether to allow drilling off of its

shores. That legislation did not pass in
the 105th Congress.

Today, I am introducing legislation
that takes these steps, plus several
others. The Florida Coast Protection
Act of 2000 will protect Florida’s fragile
coastline from outer continental shelf
leasing and drilling in three important
ways.

First, we transform the annual mora-
torium on leasing and preleasing activ-
ity off the coast of Florida into a per-
manent ban covering Planning Areas in
the Eastern Gulf of Mexico, the Straits
of Florida, and the South Atlantic
Planning Area.

Second, the Florida Coast Protection
Act corrects an egregious conflict in
regulatory provisions where an effected
state is required to make a consistency
determination for proposed oil and gas
production or development under the
Coastal Zone Management Act prior to
receiving the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) from the Mineral
Management Service.

Our bill requires that the EIS is pro-
vided to affected states 6 months before
they make a consistency determina-
tion, and it requires that every oil and
gas development plan have an EIS
completed prior to development.

Third, our bill corrects the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act and en-
sures that oil and gas leases in the Gulf
of Mexico are subject to the same rules
and regulations that apply to oil and
gas leases in other areas.

What would this bill mean for Flor-
ida? The elimination of preleasing ac-
tivity and lease sales off the coast of
Florida protects our economic and en-
vironmental future.

More than 100 years ago, my grand-
father settled in Northwest Florida.
My mother grew up near the Gulf of
Mexico in Walton County. For years, I
have taken my children and grand-
children to places like Grayton Beach
so that they can appreciate the natural
treasures and local cultures that are
port of both their own heritage and
that of the Florida Panhandle.

We have a solemn obligation to pre-
serve these important aspects of our
state’s history for all of our children
and grandchildren. Much of our iden-
tity as Floridians is tied to the thou-
sands of miles of pristine coastline that
link Jacksonville to Miami and Key
West to Pensacola.

The Florida coastline will not be safe
if offshore oil and gas resources are de-
veloped. For example, a 1997 Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) study
indicated that even in the absence of
oil leakage, a typical oil rig can dis-
charge between 6,500 and 13,000 barrels
of waste per year. The same study also
warned of further harmful impact on
marine mammal populations, fish pop-
ulations, and air quality.

Nor are leakages or waste discharge
the only drilling-related environmental
consequences. Physical disturbances
caused by anchoring, pipeline place-
ment, rig construction, and the re-
suspension of bottom sediments can
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also be destructive. Given these conclu-
sions, it isn’t hard to imagine the envi-
ronmental havoc that oil or natural
gas drilling could wreak along the sen-
sitive Panhandle coastline.

Because the Gulf of Mexico’s natural
beauty and diverse habitats attract
visitors from all over the world and
support a variety of commercial activi-
ties, an oil or natural gas accident in
the Gulf of Mexico could also have a
crippling effect on the Northwest Flor-
ida economy. In 1996, the cities of Pan-
ama City, Pensacola, and Fort Walton
Beach reported $1.5 billion in sales to
tourists. That same year, the Pan-
handle’s five westernmost counties
generated more than $8 million in pub-
lic revenues from visitors paying the
state’s tourist development tax. And
Florida’s fishing industry benefits from
the fact that nearly 90 percent of reef
fish caught in the Gulf of Mexico come
from the West Florida continental
shelf.

Florida’s fishing industry benefits
from the fact that nearly 90 percent of
reef fish caught in the Gulf of Mexico
come from the West Florida conti-
nental shelf.

For the last several years, I have
been working with Senator CONNIE
MACK, U.S. Congressman JOE SCAR-
BOROUGH, and others to head off the
threat of oil and natural gas drilling.
In June of 1997, we introduced legisla-
tion to cancel six natural gas leases
seventeen miles off the Pensacola coast
and compensate Mobil Oil Corporation
for its investment. Five days after the
introduction of that legislation and
two months before it was scheduled to
begin exploratory drilling off Florida’s
Panhandle, Mobile ended its operation
and returned its leases to the federal
government.

While that action meant that Pan-
handle residents faced one less eco-
nomic and environmental catastrophe-
in-the-making, it did not completely
eliminate the threats posed by oil and
natural gas drilling off Florida’s Gulf
Coast. Florida’s Congressional rep-
resentatives fight hard each year to ex-
tend the federal moratorium on new oil
and natural gas leases in the Gulf of
Mexico. But that solution is tem-
porary. So in June of 1998, we intro-
duced the Florida Gulf Coast Protec-
tion Act to prevent the federal govern-
ment from issuing leases in the future.

This legislation did not pass during
the 105th Congress. Today we are intro-
ducing the Florida Gulf Coast Protec-
tion Act for the year 2000. I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on
the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee to move this legislation
forward and protect the coast of Flor-
ida for our children and grandchildren.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself
and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 1656. A bill to amend title XXI of
the Social Security Act to permit chil-
dren covered under a State child health
plan (SCHIP) to continue to be eligible
for benefits under the vaccine for chil-

dren program; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

KEEPING CHILDREN HEALTHY WITH
IMMUNIZATIONS

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
today I am introducing a bill to clarify
that children receiving health insur-
ance under the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program (CHIP) in states like
California are eligible for free vaccines
under the 1993 Federal Vaccines for
Children (VFC) program.

I want to especially commend the
leadership of Congresswoman NANCY
PELOSI who is introducing a companion
bill in the House today.

I am introducing this bill because the
U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services has interpreted the law so
narrowly that as many as 528,000 chil-
dren in California have lost or will lose
their eligibility to receive free vac-
cines, under California’s Healthy Fami-
lies program. Approximately 169,000
kids have lost eligibility to date.

California ranks 37th overall among
States having children fully immu-
nized by the age of 18 to 24 months.
From 1993 to 1997, Orange County, Cali-
fornia, had 85 hospitalizations and four
deaths related to chicken pox. Across
the State in 1996 there were 15 deaths
and 1,172 hospitalizations related to
chicken pox. More recently, the Immu-
nization Branch in California reports
that in 1998 over 1,000 whooping cough
cases, including 5 deaths, were re-
ported—the largest number of cases
and deaths since the 1960’s. Whooping
cough and chicken pox are diseases for
which there are vaccinations. We must
do more to increase access to vaccina-
tions for our nation’s children.

The Federal Vaccines for Children
program, created by Congress in 1993
(P.L. 105–33), provides vaccines at no
cost to poor children. In 1998, as many
743,000 poor children in my state, who
were uninsured or on Medicaid, re-
ceived these vaccines. This number is
down by approximately 32,000 children
in comparison to the 1997 immuniza-
tion figures for California’s poor chil-
dren. California received $80.3 million
in 1999 from the Federal Government to
provide vaccines.

Mr. President, what can be so basic
to public health than immunization
against disease? Do we really want our
children to get polio, measles, mumps,
chicken pox, rubella, and whooping
cough—diseases for which we have ef-
fective vaccines, diseases which we
have practically eradicated by wide-
spread immunization? Every parent
knows that vaccines are fundamental
to children’s good health.

Congress recognized the importance
of immunizations in creating the pro-
gram, with many Congressional leaders
at the time arguing that childhood im-
munization is one of the most cost-ef-
fective steps we can take to keep our
children healthy. It makes no sense to
me to withhold them from children
who (1) have been getting them when
they were uninsured and (2) have no
other way to get them once they be-
come insured.

According to an Annie E. Casey
Foundation report, 28 percent of Cali-
fornia’s two-year old children are not
immunized. Add to that the fact that
we have one of the highest uninsured
rates in the country. Our uninsured
rate for non-elderly adults is 24 per-
cent, the third highest in the U.S.,
while the national uninsured rate is 17
percent. As for children, 1.85 million or
19 percent of our children are without
health insurance, compared to 15 per-
cent nationally, according to UCLA’s
Center for Health Policy Research.
Clearly, there is a need.

In creating the new children’s health
insurance program in California, the
state chose to set up a program under
which the state contracts with private
insurers, rather than providing eligible
children care through Medicaid (Medi-
Cal in California). Unfortunately, HHS
has interpreted this form of ‘‘health in-
surance’’ as making them ‘‘insured,’’ as
defined in the vaccines law, and thus
ineligible for the federal vaccines. I
disagree.

It is my view that in creating the
federal vaccines program, Congress
made eligible for these vaccines chil-
dren who are receiving Medicaid, chil-
dren who are uninsured, and native
American children. I believe that in de-
fining the term ‘‘insured’’ at that time
Congress clearly meant private health
insurance plans. Children enrolled in
California’s new Healthy Families pro-
gram are participating in a federal-
state, subsidized insurance plan.
Healthy Families is a state-operated
program. Families apply to the state
for participation. They are not insured
by a private, commercial plan, as tra-
ditionally defined or as defined in the
Vaccine for Children’s law (42 U.S.C.
sec. 1396s(b)(2)(B). On February 23, the
California Medical Association wrote
to HHS Secretary Donna Shalala, ‘‘As
they are participants in a federal and
state-subsidized health program, these
individuals are not ‘‘insured’’ for the
purposes of 42 U.S.C. sec. 1396s(b)(B).’’

The California Managed Risk Medical
Insurance Board, which is admin-
istering the new program with the De-
partment of Health Services, wrote to
HHS on February 5, ‘‘It is imperative
that states like California, who have
implemented the Children’s Health In-
surance Program (CHIP) using private
health insurance, be given the same
support and eligibility for the Vaccines
for Children (VFC) program at no cost
as states which have chosen to expand
their Medicaid program.’’ The San
Francisco Chronicle editorialized on
March 10, 1998, ‘‘More than half a mil-
lion California children should not be
deprived of vaccinations or health in-
surance because of a technicality . . .,’’
calling the denial of vaccines ‘‘a game
of semantics.’’

Children’s health should not be a
‘‘game of semantics.’’ Proper childhood



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11575September 28, 1999
immunizations are fundamental to a
lifetime of good health. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in enacting this bill
into law, to help me keep our children
healthy.∑
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 121

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 121, a bill to amend certain Fed-
eral civil rights statutes to prevent the
involuntary application of arbitration
to claims that arise from unlawful em-
ployment discrimination based on race,
color, religion, sex, age, or disability,
and for other purposes.

S. 459

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 459, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the
State ceiling on private activity bonds.

S. 514

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
COVERDELL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 514, a bill to improve the National
Writing Project.

S. 774

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 774, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase the
deduction for meal and entertainment
expenses of small businesses.

S. 777

At the request of Mr. FITZGERALD,
the name of the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 777, a bill to require the
Department of Agriculture to establish
an electronic filing and retrieval sys-
tem to enable the public to file all re-
quired paperwork electronically with
the Department and to have access to
public information on farm programs,
quarterly trade, economic, and produc-
tion reports, and other similar infor-
mation.

S. 791

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 791, a bill to amend the
Small Business Act with respect to the
women’s business center program.

S. 824

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 824, a bill to improve edu-
cational systems and facilities to bet-
ter educate students throughout the
United States.

S. 915

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 915, a bill to amend title
XVIII of the Social Security Act to ex-
pand and make permanent the medi-

care subvention demonstration project
for military retirees and dependents

S. 935

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
935, a bill to amend the National Agri-
cultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 to author-
ize research to promote the conversion
of biomass into biobased industrial
products, and for other purposes.

S. 1020

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1020, a bill to amend chapter 1 of
title 9, United States Code, to provide
for greater fairness in the arbitration
process relating to motor vehicle fran-
chise contracts.

S. 1044

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. ROBB) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1044, a bill to require
coverage for colorectal cancer
screenings.

S. 1053

At the request of Mr. BOND, the name
of the Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1053, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act
to incorporate certain provisions of the
transportation conformity regulations,
as in effect on March 1, 1999.

S. 1142

At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1142, a bill to protect the
right of a member of a health mainte-
nance organization to receive con-
tinuing care at a facility selected by
that member, and for other purposes.

S. 1215

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SANTORUM) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 1215, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary
of Veterans Affairs to furnish
headstones or markers for marked
graves of, or to otherwise commemo-
rate, certain individuals.

S. 1272

At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1272, a bill to amend the Con-
trolled Substances Act to promote pain
management and palliative care with-
out permitting assisted suicide and eu-
thanasia, and for other purposes.

S. 1277

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
DEWINE), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1277, a bill to amend
title XIX of the Social Security Act to
establish a new prospective payment
system for Federally-qualified health
centers and rural health clinics.

S. 1327

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1327, a bill to amend part
E of title IV of the Social Security Act
to provide States with more funding
and greater flexibility in carrying out
programs designed to help children
make the transition from foster care to
self-sufficiency, and for other purposes.

S. 1419

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER), the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were added as
cosponsors of S. 1419, a bill to amend
title 36, United States Code, to des-
ignate May as ‘‘National Military Ap-
preciation Month.’’

S. 1452

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 1452, a bill to modernize
the requirements under the National
Manufactured Housing Construction
and Safety Standards of 1974 and to es-
tablish a balanced consensus process
for the development, revision, and in-
terpretation of Federal construction
and safety standards for manufactured
homes.

S. 1473

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name
of the Senator from California (Mrs.
BOXER) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1473, a bill to amend section 2007 of the
Social Security Act to provide grant
funding for additional Empowerment
Zones, Enterprise Communities, and
Strategic Planning Communities, and
for other purposes.

S. 1539

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name
of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1539, a bill to provide for the ac-
quisition, construction, and improve-
ment of child care facilities or equip-
ment, and for other purposes.

S. 1571

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1571, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, to provide for per-
manent eligibility of former members
of the Selected Reserve for veterans
housing loans.

S. 1589

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1589, a bill to amend the American
Indian Trust Fund Management Re-
form Act of 1994.

S. 1644

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
KYL) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1644, a bill to provide additional meas-
ures for the prevention and punishment
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of alien smuggling, and for other pur-
poses.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 26

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Joint Resolution 26, A joint res-
olution expressing the sense of Con-
gress with respect to the courtmartial
conviction of the late Rear Admiral
Charles Butler McVay, III, and calling
upon the President to award a Presi-
dential Unit Citation to the final crew
of the U.S.S. Indianapolis.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
ROBB) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 32, A con-
current resolution expressing the sense
of Congress regarding the guaranteed
coverage of chiropractic services under
the Medicare+Choice program.

SENATE RESOLUTION 87

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 87, A resolution
commemorating the 60th Anniversary
of the International Visitors Program.

SENATE RESOLUTION 108

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
REID) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 108, A resolution desig-
nating the month of March each year
as ‘‘National Colorectal Cancer Aware-
ness Month.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 133

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 133, A
resolution supporting religious toler-
ance toward Muslims.

AMENDMENT NO. 1572

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the
names of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CLELAND), the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) and the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY)
were added as cosponsors of Amend-
ment No. 1572 proposed to H.R. 2466, a
bill making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.
f

NOTICES OF HEARINGS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation, and Recreation of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. The purpose of this hearing is
to receive testimony on S. 167, a bill to
extend the authorization for the Upper
Delaware Citizens Advisory Council
and to authorize construction and op-
eration of a visitor center for the
Upper Delaware Scenic and Rec-
reational River, New York and Penn-

sylvania; S. 311, a bill to authorize the
Disabled Veterans’ LIFE Memorial
Foundation to establish a memorial in
the District of Columbia or its envi-
rons, and for other purposes; S. 497, a
bill to redesignate Great Kills Park in
the Gateway National Recreation Area
as ‘‘World War II Veterans Park at
Great Kills’’; H.R. 592, an Act to des-
ignate a portion of Gateway National
Recreation Area as ‘‘World War Vet-
erans Park at Miller Field’’; S. 919, a
bill to amend the Quinebaug and
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Her-
itage Corridor Act of 1994 to expand the
boundaries of the Corridor; H.R. 1619,
an Act to amend the Quinebaug and
Shetucket Rivers Valley National Her-
itage Corridor Act of 1994 to expand the
boundaries of the Corridor; S. 1296, a
bill to designate portions of the lower
Delaware River and associated tribu-
taries as a component of the National
Wild and Scenic Rivers System; S. 1366,
a bill to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to construct and operate a vis-
itor center for the Upper Delaware Sce-
nic and Recreational River on land
owned by New York State, and for
other purposes; and S. 1569, a bill to
amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
to designate segments of the Taunton
River in the commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts for study for potential addi-
tion to the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, and for other purposes.

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, October 12 at 2:30 p.m. in room
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building in Washington, DC.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Cassie Sheldon of
the committee staff.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would
like to announce for the information of
the Senate the public that a hearing
has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic
Preservation, and Recreation of the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. The purpose of this hearing is
to receive testimony on S. 1365, a bill
to amend the National Historic Preser-
vation Act of 1966 to extend the author-
ization for the Historic Preservation
Fund and the Advisory Council on His-
toric Preservation, and for other pur-
poses; S. 1434, a bill to amend the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act to re-
authorize that Act, and for other pur-
poses; H.R. 834, an Act to extend the
authorization for the National Historic
Preservation Fund, and for other pur-
poses.

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, October 19, at 2:30 p.m. in room

SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office
Building in Washington, DC.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Cassie Sheldon of
the committee staff.
f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN
AFFAIRS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Tuesday, September 28, 1999, to con-
duct a hearing on ‘‘Public Ownership of
the U.S. Stock Markets.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
on Tuesday, September 28, 1999, at 10
a.m. on nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Tuesday, September 28, 1999,
at 10:30 a.m. and 3 p.m. to hold two
hearings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Committee on the Judiciary requests
unanimous consent to conduct a
House-Senate Conference on Tuesday,
September 28, 1999, beginning at 10 a.m.
in Dirksen Room 226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, The
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs would
like to request unanimous consent to
hold a joint hearing with the House
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to re-
ceive the legislative presentation of
the American Legion. The hearing will
be held on Tuesday, September 28, 1999,
at 9:30 a.m., in room 345 of the Cannon
House Office Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON YEAR 2000 TECHNOLOGY

PROBLEM

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President I ask
unanimous consent that the Special
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Committee on Year 2000 Technology
Problem be permitted to meet on Sep-
tember 28, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. for the pur-
pose of conducting a hearing.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND
INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure be granted permission to
meet Tuesday, September 28, 10:00 a.m.,
Hearing Room (SD–406) to receive testi-
mony regarding the FY2000 public
buildings requests of the General Serv-
ices Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON YOUTH VIOLENCE

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Subcommittee on Youth Violence of
the Committee on the Judiciary re-
quests unanimous consent to conduct a
hearing on Tuesday, September 28, 1999
beginning at 2:00 p.m. in Dirksen Room
226.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

IN RECOGNITION OF UNIVERSITY
OF MICHIGAN MEDICAL
SCHOOL’S SESQUICENTENNIAL
CONVOCATION

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the University of
Michigan Medical School as it cele-
brates its 150th Anniversary. On Octo-
ber 1, 1999, its faculty, staff, alumni,
students and friends will gather to cel-
ebrate the Medical School’s distin-
guished history and reputation.

Since its founding in 1850, the men
and women of the University of Michi-
gan Medical School have been pioneers
in the practice of medicine. With over
18,260 M.D. degrees awarded since the
first graduating class in 1851, the Med-
ical School’s alumni and faculty have
left an indelible mark on the course of
medical history. With leading roles in
the field trials of the Salk polio vac-
cine, pioneering cancer treatments, in-
novative uses of new technology in
medicine and much more, it has great-
ly impacted the health of our entire
nation.

In addition, the University has a re-
markably long list of innovative firsts.
It opened the nation’s first university-
owned hospital in 1869, the first depart-
ment of pharmacology in 1891, the first
university-operated psychiatric hos-
pital in 1906, the first children’s psy-
chiatric hospital and the nation’s first
Human Genetics Department. It has
been an impressive century and a half
indeed.

According to statistics recorded by
the Center for Disease Control, in the
last century alone, the average life ex-
pectancy has increased nearly 30 years,
from approximately 47 years in 1900 to
more than 76 years today. Medical ad-

vances have not only added years to
the lives of Americans, but have also
added quality to those years. Among
those leading the way to longer and
healthier lives have been the faculty
and alumni of the University of Michi-
gan Medical School. The value of their
contributions to the practice of medi-
cine in America over the past 150 years
is incalculable, and I am confident that
they will continue to be on the cutting
edge of medicine advances in the 21st
century.

Mr. President, the faculty, staff,
alumni and students of the University
of Michigan Medical School can take
pride in their many important achieve-
ments of the School’s first 150 years. I
hope my colleagues will join me in sa-
luting the accomplishments of the
Medical School’s first century and a
half and in wishing it continued suc-
cess for the future.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO DOMINICK
GIOVINAZZO

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I would
like to take a few minutes to say a few
words about a good friend of mine upon
his retirement.

I have known Dominick Giovinazzo,
the retiring Executive Director of the
Greater Nashua, NH, Boys and Girls
Club, for many, many years. During
that time, I have regarded him as one
of the finest people I know. For the
past 28 years, he has worked at the
Greater Nashua Club and has dedicated
himself to serving the kids who are
members there. He is a passionate ad-
vocate of child safety and has worked
to ensure that no child in the city of
Nashua has to spend his or her after-
noons and weekends on the streets or
doing drugs. He has become an advisor
and mentor to the staff of all of the
New Hampshire Clubs; his wisdom and
experience have guided each Boys and
Girls Club in the State to become
strong pillars of their communities.
Most importantly, he has been a good
friend to his own community and to his
fellow public servants. Over the years,
I have appreciated his friendship, sup-
port, and guidance. I can only hope
that others will follow his example of
charity and dedication.

Rarely does one come across another
human being who so fully dedicates
himself to a life of helping others. It
was Dominick who brought the impor-
tance and success of the Boys and Girls
Clubs to my attention many years ago.
And it was because of his tireless advo-
cacy for the Clubs that I have worked
so hard to ensure that the federal gov-
ernment helps fund the Boys and Girls
Clubs of America. Dominick showed me
the importance of giving our youth a
safe place to go and dependable, re-
sponsible friends to lean on.

No other person so richly deserves an
easy retirement than Dominick
Giovinazzo. I wish him luck in his fu-
ture endeavors, and I am sure that he
will never stop caring about and lend-
ing his talents and civic-minded wis-

dom to his community. He is a valu-
able resource who I know the City of
Nashua, the Greater Nashua Boys and
Girls Club, and his other friends and
admirers will rely on for years to
come.∑
f

THE DEDICATION OF THE SECOND
TEMPLE PERIOD TRIPLE GATE
MONUMENTAL STAIRS AND OB-
SERVATION PLAZA

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to
honor the dedication of the Second
Temple period Triple Gate Monu-
mental Stairs and Observation Plaza
which will take place this weekend in
Jerusalem. This is a new site in the Je-
rusalem Archaeological Park which
has been developed by the Israel Antiq-
uities Authority, focusing on the
southern wall of the Temple Mount En-
closure. This restoration project has
been dedicated and supported by Doro-
thy Davidson Gerson and Byron Gerson
in loving memory of Sarah and Ralph
Davidson. The dedication ceremony for
Gerson Observation Plaza will take
place on Sunday, October 3 and will be
attended by Israeli Prime Minister
Ehud Barak and the Mayor of Jeru-
salem Ehud Olmert among many oth-
ers.

The Triple Gate and the Double Gate,
also known as the Huldah Gates, were
a key entrance to the Temple Mount
for pilgrims during biblical times. This
area of the southern wall was badly
damaged following the destruction of
the Second Temple. The western
Huldah Gate, or Double Gate, now lies
below the Al-Aqsa Mosque. The eastern
Huldah Gate, or Triple Gate, consisted
of three arched entryways at the time
of the Second Temple. Now parts of the
threshold and the doorjamb are all that
remain of the Triple Gate. In front of
the Triple Gate was once a monu-
mental staircase. Much of this stair-
case has now been reconstructed af-
fording visitors the opportunity to en-
vision the southern entrances to the
Temple Mount during the Second Tem-
ple period.

This important archaeological res-
toration effort would not have been
possible without the generous support
of Dorothy Davidson Gerson and Byron
Gerson. They have made possible an ex-
traordinary view of an ancient treasure
which has transcendent meaning. I
know my Senate colleagues join me in
honoring this historic event and thank-
ing Dorothy Davidson Gerson and
Byron Gerson for their extraordinary
efforts.∑
f

CELEBRATION OF WOOD COUNTY’S
BICENTENNIAL

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
am proud to draw the attention of Con-
gress and the American people to a
very special milestone in the State of
West Virginia. Wood County, WV, is
celebrating its bicentennial and a two-
hundred year history of importance
and progress thanks to the continual
spirit of its leaders and citizens.
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Over the past year, through the Wood

County Bicentennial Commission,
events and activities have taken place
to commemorate the county’s rich his-
tory and install a spirit of excitement
about the years to come. People of all
ages, throughout the county, have been
involved in historic exhibits, contests,
and special ways to share the past and
prepare for the future.

With this statement in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, I will make this my
submission to the next major event in
the bicentennial celebration—the plac-
ing of a ‘‘Time Capsule’’ at the Wood
County Courthouse. With my fellow
West Virginians in Wood County, I en-
vision the day one hundred years from
the day this capsule will be stored
when a future Senator of West Virginia
will be presented this piece of history.
I am confident that in October of 2099,
Wood County will continue to be a cen-
ter of economic progress, community
spirit and commitment, and other fea-
tures that have defined this corner of
the nation for two hundred years al-
ready.

Wood County has a long history, in
particular, in playing a major role in
the development of the oil and gas in-
dustry in the State and the county.
through its resources and industrial
progress, Wood County has been the
source of fuel for prosperity and
growth way beyond its borders.

The county is also proud to house a
significant chemical industry, manu-
facturing the critical components of
products world-wide and involved in
path-breaking research and develop-
ment. For example, the largest DuPont
facility in the corporate structure re-
sides outside of Parkersburg on the
land that George Washington once
owned.

Wood County has tremendous treas-
ures in the form of both its people and
its material assets. I join its leadership
and citizens in celebrating this bicen-
tennial year, and playing my part in
the time Capsule that will reappear an-
other century from now. And I know
that All Americans wish Wood County
continued prosperity and progress.∑
f

KEEPING KIDS ALIVE

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, last week
in Michigan, a coalition of members in
the House of Representatives intro-
duced a comprehensive package of gun
safety legislation. The principal spon-
sors of this package are State Rep-
resentatives Laura Baird, Gilda Jacobs
and Samuel Thomas II, three leaders in
the state of Michigan on making our
state safer for children.

The legislation introduced in the
Michigan State House is designed to
keep kids alive in Michigan and safe
from gun violence. It would create gun-
free zones in areas such as schools, day
care centers, churches, libraries, hos-
pitals and sports arenas; make Michi-
gan the eighteenth state to enact a
child access prevention law, requiring
that trigger locks be sold with hand-

guns; close the gun show loophole by
requiring that unlicensed dealers be
subject to the same standards as li-
censed dealers; and limit individuals to
one handgun purchase a month.

This legislation, if enacted, would
make Michigan one of the most respon-
sible gun safety states in the country.
By taking firearms out of the hands of
minors and closing loopholes that per-
mit criminals easy access to weapons,
Lansing will send a clear message to
Michigan mothers and fathers that the
state is acting to protect children from
gun violence.

This legislation is a far cry from the
legislation the Michigan Legislature
moved forward with last spring. That
NRA-backed legislation, designed to
loosen the state’s law on carrying con-
cealed handguns sailed through the
state Legislature only to be rejected by
the citizens of Michigan. Michigan’s
citizens demanded that their law-
makers, enforce stricter, not looser
laws, when it comes to gun safety and
the protection of their children. The
people in Michigan united to reject
that bill last spring and I hope they
will again unite to seek action from
their lawmakers, and urge them to
pass this important legislation.∑
f

SMALL BUSINESS ADVOCACY RE-
VIEW PANEL TECHNICAL AMEND-
MENTS ACT OF 1999

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the leader, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now proceed to the
consideration of calendar No. 273, S.
1156.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1156) to amend provisions of law

enacted by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 and to en-
sure full analysis of potential impacts on
small entities of rules proposed by certain
agencies, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Small Business, with amendments;
as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill to be in-
serted are shown in italic.)

S. 1156
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Busi-
ness Advocacy Review Panel Technical
Amendments Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) A vibrant and growing small business
sector is critical to creating jobs in a dy-
namic economy.

(2) Small businesses bear a dispropor-
tionate share of regulatory costs and bur-
dens.

(3) Federal agencies must consider the im-
pact of their regulations on small businesses
early in the rulemaking process.

(4) The Small Business Advocacy Review
Panel process that was established by the
Small Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996 has been effective in al-
lowing small businesses to participate in
rules that are being developed by the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are the following:

(1) To provide a forum for the effective par-
ticipation of small businesses in the Federal
regulatory process.

(2) To clarify and strengthen the Small
Business Advocacy Review Panel process.

(3) To expand the number of Federal agen-
cies that are required to convene Small Busi-
ness Advocacy Review Panels.
SEC. 3. ENSURING FULL ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL

IMPACTS ON SMALL ENTITIES OF
RULES PROPOSED BY CERTAIN
AGENCIES.

Section 609(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(b)(1) Before the publication of an initial
regulatory flexibility analysis that a covered
agency is required to conduct under this
chapter, the head of the covered agency
shall—

‘‘(A) notify the Chief Counsel for Advocacy
of the Small Business Administration (in
this subsection referred to as the ‘Chief
Counsel’) in writing;

‘‘(B) provide the Chief Counsel with infor-
mation on the potential impacts of the pro-
posed rule on small entities and the type of
small entities that might be affected; and

‘‘(C) not later than 30 days after complying
with subparagraphs (A) and (B)—

‘‘(i) øwith the concurrence of¿ in consulta-
tion with the Chief Counsel, identify affected
small entity representatives; and

‘‘(ii) transmit to the identified small enti-
ty representatives a detailed summary of the
information referred to in subparagraph (B)
or the information in full, if so requested by
the small entity representative, for the pur-
poses of obtaining advice and recommenda-
tions about the potential impacts of the
draft proposed rule.

‘‘(2)(A) Not earlier than 30 days after the
covered agency transmits information pursu-
ant to paragraph (1)(C)(ii), the head of the
covered agency shall convene a review panel
for the draft proposed rule. The panel shall
consist solely of full-time Federal employees
of the office within the covered agency that
will be responsible for carrying out the pro-
posed rule, the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and the Chief Counsel.

‘‘(B) The review panel shall—
‘‘(i) review any material the covered agen-

cy has prepared in connection with this
chapter, including any draft proposed rule;

‘‘(ii) collect advice and recommendations
from the small entity representatives identi-
fied under paragraph (1)(C)(i) on issues re-
lated to paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of section
603(b) and section 603(c); and

‘‘(iii) allow any small entity representative
identified under paragraph (1)(C)(i) to make
an oral presentation to the panel, if re-
quested.

‘‘(C) Not later than 60 days after the date
a covered agency convenes a review panel
pursuant to this paragraph, the review panel
shall report to the head of the covered agen-
cy on—

‘‘(i) the comments received from the small
entity representatives identified under para-
graph (1)(C)(i); and

‘‘(ii) its findings regarding issues related to
paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 603(b)
and section 603(c).

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the head of the covered agency shall
print in the Federal Register the report of
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the review panel under paragraph (2)(C), in-
cluding any written comments submitted by
the small entity representatives and any ap-
pendices cited in the report, as soon as prac-
ticable, but not later than—

‘‘(i) 180 days after the date the head of the
covered agency receives the report; or

‘‘(ii) the date of the publication of the no-
tice of proposed rulemaking for the proposed
rule.

‘‘(B) The report of the review panel printed
in the Federal Register shall not include any
confidential business information submitted
by any small entity representative.

‘‘(4) Where appropriate, the covered agency
shall modify the draft proposed rule, the ini-
tial regulatory flexibility analysis for the
draft proposed rule, or the decision on
whether an initial regulatory flexibility
analysis is required for the draft proposed
rule.’’.
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS.

Section 609(d) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(d) For the purposes of this section—
‘‘(1) the term ‘covered agency’ means the

Environmental Protection Agency, the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration
of the Department of Labor, and the Internal
Revenue Service of the Department of the
Treasury; and

‘‘(2) the term ‘small entity representative’
means a small entity, or an individual or or-
ganization that primarily represents the in-
terests of 1 or more small entities.’’.
SEC. 5. COLLECTION OF INFORMATION REQUIRE-

MENT.
(a) DEFINITION.—Section 601 of title 5,

United States Code, is amended—
(1) in paragraph (5) by inserting ‘‘and’’

after the semicolon;
(2) in paragraph (6) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and

inserting a period; and
(3) by striking paragraphs (7) and (8).
(b) INITIAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY ANAL-

YSIS.—The øfourth¿ fifth sentence of section
603 of title 5, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows: ‘‘In the case of an inter-
pretative rule involving the internal revenue
laws of the United States, this chapter ap-
plies to interpretative rules (including pro-
posed, temporary, and final regulations) pub-
lished in the Federal Register for codifica-
tion in the Code of Federal Regulations.’’.
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act shall take effect upon the expira-
tion of the 90-day period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of the Small
Business Advocacy Review Panel Tech-
nical Amendments Act of 1999, S. 1156.
This bill was approved by the Com-
mittee on Small Business which I
chair, with unanimous bipartisan sup-
port. Senator KERRY, the Ranking
Member of the Committee, was the
lead cosponsor of this important small
business legislation.

Our bill is simple and straight-
forward. It clarifies and amends certain
provisions of the law enacted as part of
my ‘‘Red Tape Reduction Act,’’ the
Small Business Regulatory Enforce-
ment Fairness Act of 1996. In 1996, this
body led the way toward enactment of
this important law. With a unanimous
vote, we took a major step to ensure
that small businesses get an oppor-
tunity to participate in the rulemaking
process when their input can have the
greatest impact, and that they are
treated fairly by federal agencies.

The overall purpose of the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act and the Small

Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act, is to identify and mini-
mize the burdens of the regulations on
the small businesses affected by the
agency’s actions, and to help the agen-
cy make the rule as effective as pos-
sible when it is implemented.

Under the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996,
which amended the Regulatory Flexi-
bility Act, each ‘‘covered agency’’ is re-
quired to convene a Small Business Ad-
vocacy Review Panel (Panel) to receive
advice and comments from small enti-
ties that will be affected by the regula-
tion being developed. Specifically,
under section 609(b), each covered agen-
cy is to convene a Panel with rep-
resentatives from the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs within
the Office of Management and Budget,
the Chief Counsel of Advocacy of the
Small Business Administration, and
the covered agency promulgating the
regulation, to receive input from small
entities prior to publishing an Initial
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for a
proposed rule with a significant eco-
nomic impact on a substantial number
of small entities. The Panel produces a
report containing comments from the
small entities and the Panel’s own rec-
ommendations. The report is provided
to the head of the agency, who reviews
it and, where appropriate, modifies the
proposed rule, Initial Regulatory Flexi-
bility Analysis or the decision on
whether the rule significantly impacts
small entities. The Panel report then
becomes a part of the rulemaking
record.

Under current law, the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) and the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) are the only agen-
cies covered by the Panel process. So
far, the results are encouraging with
these agencies clearly benefitting from
the input of the small entities that
have participated in the review panels.
In addition, the bill will bring the In-
ternal Revenue Service, the agency
that has perhaps the most pervasive
impact on small businesses, into the
Panel process by mandating the agency
to convene panels for certain proposed
rulemakings that will impact small
businesses.

Our bill also clarifies how the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act generally applies
to the IRS. In 1996, Congress expressly
included the IRS within the coverage
of the Red Tape Reduction Act which
amended the Regulatory Flexibility
Act. However, the Treasury Depart-
ment has interpreted the language in
the law in a manner that essentially
writes them out of the law. The Small
Business Advocacy Review Panel Tech-
nical Amendments Act of 1999 clarifies
which interpretative rules involving
the Internal Revenue Code are to be
subject to compliance with the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act. As I noted pre-
viously, for those rules that will im-
pose a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities,
the IRS will also be required under our

bill to convene a Small Business Advo-
cacy Review Panel as required by
SBREFA.

If the Treasury Department and the
IRS had implemented the Red Tape Re-
duction Act as Congress originally in-
tended, the regulatory burdens on
small businesses could have been re-
duced, and small businesses could have
been saved considerable trouble in
fighting unwarranted rulemaking ac-
tions. For instance, with input from
the small business community early in
the process for their 1997 temporary
regulations on the uniform capitaliza-
tion rules, the IRS could have taken
into consideration the adverse effects
that inventory accounting would have
on farming businesses, and especially
nursery growers. Similarly, if the IRS
had conducted an Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis, it would have
learned of the enormous problems sur-
rounding its limited partner regula-
tions prior to issuing the proposal in
January 1997. These regulations, which
became known as the ‘‘stealth tax reg-
ulations,’’ would have raised self-em-
ployment taxes on countless small
businesses operated as limited partner-
ships or limited liability companies,
and also would have imposed burden-
some new recordkeeping and collection
of information requirements.

Specifically, the bill strikes the lan-
guage in section 603 of title 5 that lim-
its inclusion of IRS interpretative
rules under the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, ‘‘only to the extent that such in-
terpretative rules impose on small en-
tities a collection of information re-
quirement.’’ The Treasury Department
has misconstrued this language in two
ways. First, unless the IRS imposes a
requirement on small businesses to
complete a new OMB-approved form,
the Treasury Department contends
that the Regulatory Flexibility Act
does not apply. Second, in the limited
circumstances in which the IRS has ac-
knowledged imposing a new reporting
requirement, the Treasury Department
has limited its analysis of the impact
on small businesses to the burden im-
posed by the form, ignoring the more
substantive and complicated burdens.
As a result, the Treasury Department
and the IRS have turned Regulatory
Flexibility Act compliance into an un-
necessary, second Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act.

To address this problem, our bill re-
vises the critical sentence in section
603 to read as follows:

In the case of an interpretative rule involv-
ing the internal revenue laws of the United
States, this chapter applies to interpretative
rules (including proposed, temporary and
final regulations) published in the Federal
Register for codification in the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations.

The remaining provisions of our bill
address the mechanics of convening a
Panel and the selection of the small-
entity representatives invited to sub-
mit advice and recommendations to
the Panel.

Coverage of the IRS under the Panel
process and the technical changes I
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have just described are strongly sup-
ported by the Small Business Legisla-
tive Council, the National Association
for the Self-Employed, and many other
organizations representing small busi-
nesses. Even more significantly, these
changes have the support of the Small
Business Administration’s Chief Coun-
sel for Advocacy.

Our mutual goal is to ensure that the
views of small entities are brought
forth through the Panel process and
taken to heart by the ‘‘covered agen-
cy’’—in short, to continue the success
that EPA and OSHA have shown this
process has for small businesses. I
thank the Senator from Massachusetts
for his support, and I look forward to
seeing the Small Business Advocacy
Review Panel Technical Amendments
Act of 1999 signed into law at the ear-
liest possible date.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be agreed to, the bill be
read a third time and passed, as amend-
ed, the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The committee amendments were

agreed to.
The bill (S. 1156), as amended, was

read the third time and passed.
f

MISSING, EXPLOITED, AND RUN-
AWAY CHILDREN PROTECTION
ACT

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Chair lay
before the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives to accom-
pany S. 249 to provide funding for the
National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children, to reauthorize the
Runaway and Homeless Youth, and for
other purposes.

There being no objection, the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. ALLARD) laid before
the Senate the following message from
the House of Representatives:

Resolved, That the bill from the Senate (S.
249) entitled ‘‘An Act to provide funding for
the National Center for Missing and Ex-
ploited Children, to reauthorize the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act, and for other
purposes’’, do pass with the following amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Missing, Ex-
ploited, and Runaway Children Protection
Act’’.
SEC. 2. NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND EX-

PLOITED CHILDREN.
(a) FINDINGS.—Section 402 of the Missing

Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5771) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period at
the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(9) for 14 years, the National Center for

Missing and Exploited Children has—

‘‘(A) served as the national resource center
and clearinghouse congressionally mandated
under the provisions of the Missing Children’s
Assistance Act of 1984; and

‘‘(B) worked in partnership with the Depart-
ment of Justice, the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, the Department of the Treasury, the
Department of State, and many other agencies
in the effort to find missing children and pre-
vent child victimization;

‘‘(10) Congress has given the Center, which is
a private non-profit corporation, access to the
National Crime Information Center of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, and the National
Law Enforcement Telecommunications System;

‘‘(11) since 1987, the Center has operated the
National Child Pornography Tipline, in con-
junction with the United States Customs Service
and the United States Postal Inspection Service
and, beginning this year, the Center established
a new CyberTipline on child exploitation, thus
becoming ‘the 911 for the Internet’;

‘‘(12) in light of statistics that time is of the
essence in cases of child abduction, the Director
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation in Feb-
ruary of 1997 created a new NCIC child abduc-
tion (‘CA’) flag to provide the Center immediate
notification in the most serious cases, resulting
in 642 ‘CA’ notifications to the Center and help-
ing the Center to have its highest recovery rate
in history;

‘‘(13) the Center has established a national
and increasingly worldwide network, linking
the Center online with each of the missing chil-
dren clearinghouses operated by the 50 States,
the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, as
well as with Scotland Yard in the United King-
dom, the Royal Canadian Mounted Police,
INTERPOL headquarters in Lyon, France, and
others, which has enabled the Center to trans-
mit images and information regarding missing
children to law enforcement across the United
States and around the world instantly;

‘‘(14) from its inception in 1984 through March
31, 1998, the Center has—

‘‘(A) handled 1,203,974 calls through its 24-
hour toll-free hotline (1–800–THE–LOST) and
currently averages 700 calls per day;

‘‘(B) trained 146,284 law enforcement, criminal
and juvenile justice, and healthcare profes-
sionals in child sexual exploitation and missing
child case detection, identification, investiga-
tion, and prevention;

‘‘(C) disseminated 15,491,344 free publications
to citizens and professionals; and

‘‘(D) worked with law enforcement on the
cases of 59,481 missing children, resulting in the
recovery of 40,180 children;

‘‘(15) the demand for the services of the Center
is growing dramatically, as evidenced by the
fact that in 1997, the Center handled 129,100
calls, an all-time record, and by the fact that its
new Internet website (www.missingkids.com) re-
ceives 1,500,000 ‘hits’ every day, and is linked
with hundreds of other websites to provide real-
time images of breaking cases of missing chil-
dren;

‘‘(16) in 1997, the Center provided policy train-
ing to 256 police chiefs and sheriffs from 50
States and Guam at its new Jimmy Ryce Law
Enforcement Training Center;

‘‘(17) the programs of the Center have had a
remarkable impact, such as in the fight against
infant abductions in partnership with the
healthcare industry, during which the Center
has performed 668 onsite hospital walk-throughs
and inspections, and trained 45,065 hospital ad-
ministrators, nurses, and security personnel,
and thereby helped to reduce infant abductions
in the United States by 82 percent;

‘‘(18) the Center is now playing a significant
role in international child abduction cases, serv-
ing as a representative of the Department of
State at cases under The Hague Convention,
and successfully resolving the cases of 343 inter-
national child abductions, and providing great-
er support to parents in the United States;

‘‘(19) the Center is a model of public/private
partnership, raising private sector funds to

match congressional appropriations and receiv-
ing extensive private in-kind support, including
advanced technology provided by the computer
industry such as imaging technology used to age
the photographs of long-term missing children
and to reconstruct facial images of unidentified
deceased children;

‘‘(20) the Center was 1 of only 10 of 300 major
national charities given an A+ grade in 1997 by
the American Institute of Philanthropy; and

‘‘(21) the Center has been redesignated as the
Nation’s missing children clearinghouse and re-
source center once every 3 years through a com-
petitive selection process conducted by the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion of the Department of Justice, and has re-
ceived grants from that Office to conduct the
crucial purposes of the Center.’’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 403 of the Missing
Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5772) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) the term ‘Center’ means the National

Center for Missing and Exploited Children.’’.
(c) DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—Section 404 of the Missing Children’s
Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5773) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(b) ANNUAL GRANT TO NATIONAL CENTER FOR
MISSING AND EXPLOITED CHILDREN.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall
annually make a grant to the Center, which
shall be used to—

‘‘(A)(i) operate a national 24-hour toll-free
telephone line by which individuals may report
information regarding the location of any miss-
ing child, or other child 13 years of age or
younger whose whereabouts are unknown to
such child’s legal custodian, and request infor-
mation pertaining to procedures necessary to re-
unite such child with such child’s legal custo-
dian; and

‘‘(ii) coordinate the operation of such tele-
phone line with the operation of the national
communications system referred to in part C of
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42
U.S.C. 5714–11);

‘‘(B) operate the official national resource
center and information clearinghouse for miss-
ing and exploited children;

‘‘(C) provide to State and local governments,
public and private nonprofit agencies, and indi-
viduals, information regarding—

‘‘(i) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodging,
and transportation services that are available
for the benefit of missing and exploited children
and their families; and

‘‘(ii) the existence and nature of programs
being carried out by Federal agencies to assist
missing and exploited children and their fami-
lies;

‘‘(D) coordinate public and private programs
that locate, recover, or reunite missing children
with their families;

‘‘(E) disseminate, on a national basis, infor-
mation relating to innovative and model pro-
grams, services, and legislation that benefit
missing and exploited children;

‘‘(F) provide technical assistance and training
to law enforcement agencies, State and local
governments, elements of the criminal justice
system, public and private nonprofit agencies,
and individuals in the prevention, investigation,
prosecution, and treatment of cases involving
missing and exploited children; and

‘‘(G) provide assistance to families and law
enforcement agencies in locating and recovering
missing and exploited children, both nationally
and internationally.

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the
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Administrator to carry out this subsection,
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001,
2002, and 2003.

‘‘(c) NATIONAL INCIDENCE STUDIES.—The Ad-
ministrator, either by making grants to or enter-
ing into contracts with public agencies or non-
profit private agencies, shall—

‘‘(1) periodically conduct national incidence
studies to determine for a given year the actual
number of children reported missing each year,
the number of children who are victims of ab-
duction by strangers, the number of children
who are the victims of parental kidnapings, and
the number of children who are recovered each
year; and

‘‘(2) provide to State and local governments,
public and private nonprofit agencies, and indi-
viduals information to facilitate the lawful use
of school records and birth certificates to iden-
tify and locate missing children.’’.

(d) NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND EX-
PLOITED CHILDREN.—Section 405(a) of the Miss-
ing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5775(a))
is amended by inserting ‘‘the Center and with’’
before ‘‘public agencies’’.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 408 of the Missing Children’s Assistance Act
(42 U.S.C. 5777) is amended by striking ‘‘1997
through 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘2000 through
2003’’.
SEC. 3. RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 302 of the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘accurate re-
porting of the problem nationally and to de-
velop’’ and inserting ‘‘an accurate national re-
porting system to report the problem, and to as-
sist in the development of’’; and

(2) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless youth
are needed in urban, suburban, and rural
areas;’’.

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR CENTERS
AND SERVICES.—Section 311 of the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5711) is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR CENTERS AND SERVICES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make

grants to public and nonprofit private entities
(and combinations of such entities) to establish
and operate (including renovation) local centers
to provide services for runaway and homeless
youth and for the families of such youth.

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services provided
under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to in-
volving runaway and homeless youth in the law
enforcement, child welfare, mental health, and
juvenile justice systems;

‘‘(B) shall include—
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group counseling,

as appropriate; and
‘‘(C) may include—
‘‘(i) street-based services;
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with

youth at risk of separation from the family; and
‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention

services.’’;
(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘the Trust

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’; and
(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d).
(c) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 312 of the Runaway

and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5712) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘paragraph

(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’;
(B) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end;
(C) in paragraph (11), by striking the period

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(D) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an annual
report that includes, with respect to the year for
which the report is submitted—

‘‘(A) information regarding the activities car-
ried out under this part;

‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under
this part carried out by the applicant; and

‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing—
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of the

runaway and homeless youth, and youth at risk
of family separation, who participate in the
project; and

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by
the project.’’; and

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(c) APPLICANTS PROVIDING STREET-BASED
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance
under section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street-
based services, the applicant shall include in the
plan required by subsection (b) assurances that
in providing such services the applicant will—

‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff, in-
cluding on-street supervision by appropriately
trained staff;

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street
staff;

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide such services; and

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for runaway
and homeless youth, and street youth.

‘‘(d) APPLICANTS PROVIDING HOME-BASED
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance
under section 311(a) to provide home-based serv-
ices described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), an ap-
plicant shall include in the plan required by
subsection (b) assurances that in providing such
services the applicant will—

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to
youth and the families (including unrelated in-
dividuals in the family households) of such
youth, including services relating to basic life
skills, interpersonal skill building, educational
advancement, job attainment skills, mental and
physical health care, parenting skills, financial
planning, and referral to sources of other need-
ed services;

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an arrange-
ment made by the applicant, 24-hour service to
respond to family crises (including immediate
access to temporary shelter for runaway and
homeless youth, and youth at risk of separation
from the family);

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the families
of runaway and homeless youth, and youth at
risk of separation from the family, objectives
and measures of success to be achieved as a re-
sult of receiving home-based services;

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of
staff who provide home-based services; and

‘‘(5) ensure that—
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low to

allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per week) in-
volvement with each family receiving such serv-
ices; and

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will receive
qualified supervision.

‘‘(e) APPLICANTS PROVIDING DRUG ABUSE
EDUCATION AND PREVENTION SERVICES.—To be
eligible to use assistance under section
311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse education
and prevention services, an applicant shall in-
clude in the plan required by subsection (b)—

‘‘(1) a description of—
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the appli-

cant proposes to provide;
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and
‘‘(C) the types of information and training to

be provided to individuals providing such serv-
ices to runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such serv-
ices the applicant shall conduct outreach activi-
ties for runaway and homeless youth.’’.

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—Section 313
of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42
U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 313. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An application by a public
or private entity for a grant under section 311(a)

may be approved by the Secretary after taking
into consideration, with respect to the State in
which such entity proposes to provide services
under this part—

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such
State of the proposed services under this part for
which all grant applicants request approval;
and

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the great-
est need for such services.

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applications for
grants under section 311(a), the Secretary shall
give priority to—

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to
runaway and homeless youth; and

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants of
less than $200,000.’’.

(e) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 321 of the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–1) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking ‘‘PUR-
POSE AND’’;

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a)’’; and
(3) by striking subsection (b).
(f) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 322(a)(9) of the Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–
2(a)(9)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and the serv-
ices provided to such youth by such project,’’
after ‘‘such project’’.

(g) COORDINATION.—Section 341 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–
21) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 341. COORDINATION.

‘‘With respect to matters relating to the
health, education, employment, and housing of
runaway and homeless youth, the Secretary—

‘‘(1) in conjunction with the Attorney Gen-
eral, shall coordinate the activities of agencies
of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices with activities under any other Federal ju-
venile crime control, prevention, and juvenile
offender accountability program and with the
activities of other Federal entities; and

‘‘(2) shall coordinate the activities of agencies
of the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices with the activities of other Federal entities
and with the activities of entities that are eligi-
ble to receive grants under this title.’’.

(h) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-
SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRATION, AND
SERVICE PROJECTS.—Section 343 of the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714–23) is
amended—

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘EVAL-
UATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’;

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘evalua-
tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’; and

(3) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through

(10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), respectively.
(i) STUDY.—Part D of the Runaway and

Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5731 et seq.) is
amended by adding after section 344 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 345. STUDY

‘‘The Secretary shall conduct a study of a
representative sample of runaways to determine
the percent who leave home because of sexual
abuse. The report on the study shall include—

‘‘(1) in the case of sexual abuse , the relation-
ship of the assaulter to the runaway; and

‘‘(2) recommendations on how Federal laws
may be changed to reduce sexual assaults on
children.

The study shall be completed to enable the Sec-
retary to make a report to the committees of
Congress with jurisdiction over this Act, and to
make such report available to the public, within
one year of the date of the enactment of this
section.’’

(j) ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.—Sec-
tion 371 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by striking the
last sentence.
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(k) REPORTS.—Section 381 of the Runaway

and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 381. REPORTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1,
2000, and biennially thereafter, the Secretary
shall submit, to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on the Judiciary of the
Senate, a report on the status, activities, and
accomplishments of entities that receive grants
under parts A, B, C, D, and E, with particular
attention to—

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under part
A, the ability or effectiveness of such centers
in—

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway and
homeless youth;

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting
such youth with their families and encouraging
the resolution of intrafamily problems through
counseling and other services;

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships and
encouraging stable living conditions for such
youth; and

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a fu-
ture course of action; and

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under part
B—

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of home-
less youth served by such projects;

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by such
projects;

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in alle-
viating the problems of homeless youth;

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in pre-
paring homeless youth for self-sufficiency;

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in as-
sisting homeless youth to decide upon future
education, employment, and independent living;

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encourage
the resolution of intrafamily problems through
counseling and development of self-sufficient
living skills; and

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by such
projects for the following fiscal year.

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The Secretary
shall include in each report submitted under
subsection (a), summaries of—

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of, and
training provided to, individuals involved in
carrying out such evaluations.’’.

(l) EVALUATION.—Section 384 of the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5732) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 386. EVALUATION AND INFORMATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a grantee receives grants
for 3 consecutive fiscal years under part A, B, C,
D, or E (in the alternative), then the Secretary
shall evaluate such grantee on-site, not less fre-
quently than once in the period of such 3 con-
secutive fiscal years, for purposes of—

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are
being used for the purposes for which such
grants are made by the Secretary;

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for the
report required by section 384; and

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such grantee
to improve the operation of the centers, projects,
and activities for which such grants are made.

‘‘(b) COOPERATION.—Recipients of grants
under this title shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary’s efforts to carry out evaluations, and to
collect information, under this title.’’.

(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘SEC. 388. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized to

be appropriated to carry out this title (other
than part E) such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003.

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION.—
‘‘(A) PARTS A AND B.—From the amount ap-

propriated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year,
the Secretary shall reserve not less than 90 per-
cent to carry out parts A and B.

‘‘(B) PART B.—Of the amount reserved under
subparagraph (A), not less than 20 percent, and
not more than 30 percent, shall be reserved to
carry out part B.

‘‘(3) PARTS C AND D.—In each fiscal year,
after reserving the amounts required by para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall use the remaining
amount (if any) to carry out parts C and D.

‘‘(b) SEPARATE IDENTIFICATION REQUIRED.—
No funds appropriated to carry out this title
may be combined with funds appropriated under
any other Act if the purpose of combining such
funds is to make a single discretionary grant, or
a single discretionary payment, unless such
funds are separately identified in all grants and
contracts and are used for the purposes speci-
fied in this title.’’.

(n) SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.—
(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Runaway

and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.)
is amended—

(A) by striking the heading for part F;
(B) by redesignating part E as part F; and
(C) by inserting after part D the following:
‘‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION

PROGRAM
‘‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may make
grants to nonprofit private agencies for the pur-
pose of providing street-based services to run-
away and homeless, and street youth, who have
been subjected to, or are at risk of being sub-
jected to, sexual abuse, prostitution, or sexual
exploitation.

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applicants to re-
ceive grants under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall give priority to nonprofit private agencies
that have experience in providing services to
runaway and homeless, and street youth.’’.

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 388(a) of the Runaway and Homeless Youth
Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by subsection
(m) of this section, is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(4) PART E.—There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part E such sums as may be
necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and
2003.’’.

(o) CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
(42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by inserting
after section 383 the following:
‘‘SEC. 385. CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-

TIONS.
‘‘With respect to funds available to carry out

parts A, B, C, D, and E, nothing in this title
shall be construed to prohibit the Secretary
from—

‘‘(1) announcing, in a single announcement,
the availability of funds for grants under 2 or
more of such parts; and

‘‘(2) reviewing applications for grants under 2
or more of such parts in a single, consolidated
application review process.’’.

(p) DEFINITIONS.—The Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 386, as amended by
subsection (l) of this section, the following:
‘‘SEC. 387. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this title:
‘‘(1) DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION AND PREVENTION

SERVICES.—The term ‘drug abuse education and
prevention services’—

‘‘(A) means services to runaway and homeless
youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use of
drugs by such youth; and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer coun-

seling;
‘‘(ii) drop-in services;
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless

youth in rural areas (including the development
of community support groups);

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to the
illicit use of drugs by runaway and homeless
youth, to individuals involved in providing serv-
ices to such youth; and

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability of
local drug abuse prevention services to runaway
and homeless youth.

‘‘(2) HOME-BASED SERVICES.—The term ‘home-
based services’—

‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and
their families for the purpose of—

‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running
away, or otherwise becoming separated, from
their families; and

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to
their families; and

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in the
residences of families (to the extent practicable),
including—

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and par-
enting.

‘‘(3) HOMELESS YOUTH.—The term ‘homeless
youth’ means an individual—

‘‘(A) who is—
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and
‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less than

16 years of age;
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in a

safe environment with a relative; and
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative living

arrangement.
‘‘(4) STREET-BASED SERVICES.—The term

‘street-based services’—
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway and

homeless youth, and street youth, in areas
where they congregate, designed to assist such
youth in making healthy personal choices re-
garding where they live and how they behave;
and

‘‘(B) may include—
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth;
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling;
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing;
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transitional

living and health care services;
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention

services related to—
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse;
‘‘(II) sexual exploitation;
‘‘(III) sexually transmitted diseases, including

human immunodeficiency virus (HIV); and
‘‘(IV) physical and sexual assault.
‘‘(5) STREET YOUTH.—The term ‘street youth’

means an individual who—
‘‘(A) is—
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or
‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a homeless

youth; and
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time on

the street or in other areas that increase the risk
to such youth for sexual abuse, sexual exploi-
tation, prostitution, or drug abuse.

‘‘(6) TRANSITIONAL LIVING YOUTH PROJECT.—
The term ‘transitional living youth project’
means a project that provides shelter and serv-
ices designed to promote a transition to self-suf-
ficient living and to prevent long-term depend-
ency on social services.

‘‘(7) YOUTH AT RISK OF SEPARATION FROM THE
FAMILY.—The term ‘youth at risk of separation
from the family’ means an individual—

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and
‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away

from the family of such individual;
‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian is

not willing to provide for the basic needs of such
individual; or

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child wel-
fare system or juvenile justice system as a result
of the lack of services available to the family to
meet such needs.’’.

(q) REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.—Sections
371, 372, 381, 382, and 383 of the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et
seq.), as amended by this Act, are redesignated
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as sections 380, 381, 382, 383, and 384, respec-
tively.

(r) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) in section 331, in the first sentence, by
striking ‘‘With’’ and all that follows through
‘‘the Secretary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’;
and

(2) in section 344(a)(1), by striking ‘‘With’’
and all that follows through ‘‘the Secretary’’,
and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’.
SEC. 4. STUDY OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE.

(a) CONTRACT FOR STUDY.—Not later than 60
days after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary of Education shall enter into a
contract with the National Academy of Sciences
for the purposes of conducting a study regard-
ing the antecedents of school violence in urban,
suburban, and rural schools, including the inci-
dents of school violence that occurred in Pearl,
Mississippi; Paducah, Kentucky; Jonesboro, Ar-
kansas; Springfield, Oregon; Edinboro, Pennsyl-
vania; Fayetteville, Tennessee; Littleton, Colo-
rado; and Conyers, Georgia. Under the terms of
such contract, the National Academy of
Sciences shall appoint a panel that will—

(1) review the relevant research about adoles-
cent violence in general and school violence in
particular, including the existing longitudinal
and cross-sectional studies on youth that are
relevant to examining violent behavior;

(2) relate what can be learned from past and
current research and surveys to specific inci-
dents of school shootings;

(3) interview relevant individuals, if possible,
such as the perpetrators of such incidents, their
families, their friends, their teachers, mental
health providers, and others; and

(4) give particular attention to such issues
as—

(A) the perpetrators’ early development, fami-
lies, communities, school experiences, and utili-
zation of mental health services;

(B) the relationship between perpetrators and
their victims;

(C) how the perpetrators gained access to fire-
arms;

(D) the impact of cultural influences and ex-
posure to the media, video games, and the Inter-
net; and

(E) such other issues as the panel deems im-
portant or relevant to the purpose of the study.
The National Academy of Sciences shall utilize
professionals with expertise in such issues, in-
cluding psychiatrists, social workers, behavioral
and social scientists, practitioners, epidemiolo-
gists, statisticians, and methodologists.

(b) REPORT.—The National Academy of
Sciences shall submit a report containing the re-
sults of the study required by subsection (a), to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, the
President pro tempore of the Senate, the Chair
and ranking minority Member of the Committee
on Education and the Workforce of the House of
Representatives, and the Chair and ranking mi-
nority Member of the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Senate,
not later than January 1, 2001, or 18 months
after entering into the contract required by such
subsection, whichever is earlier.

(c) APPROPRIATION.—Of the funds made avail-
able under Public Law 105–277 for the Depart-
ment of Education, $2.1 million shall be made
available to carry out this section.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, at-long
last the Congress is approving and
passing S. 249, the Missing, Exploited
and Runaway Children Protection Act,
which will reauthorize programs under
the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act
and will authorize funding for the Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited
Children. I have been working since
1996 to get this legislation reauthor-
ized. For each of the past several

months I have come to the floor to ex-
press my disappointment over how long
it has taken to pass this noncontrover-
sial legislation.

I had some minor concerns with the
House amended version of S. 249, but as
I said in my statement June 30 of this
year, after receiving some clarification
and assurances from Secretary Shalala
on these concerns, I decided that the
House amendments should not keep
this important piece of legislation
from passing. I am pleased that we
could finally clear this bill on the
other side of the aisle.

The Missing, Exploited and Runaway
Children Protection Act of 1999 reau-
thorizes programs under the Runaway
and Homeless Youth Act and author-
izes funding for the National Center for
Missing and Exploited Children. Both
programs are critical to our nation’s
youth and to our nation’s well-being.

In addition to providing shelter for
children in need, the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act ensures that these
children and their families have access
to important services, such as indi-
vidual, family or group counseling, al-
cohol and drug counseling and a myr-
iad of other resources available to help
these young people and their families
get back on track. As the National
Network for Youth has stressed, the
Act’s programs ‘‘provide critical assist-
ance to youth in high-risk situations
all over the country.’’

The National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children provides extremely
worthwhile and effective assistance to
children and families facing crises
across the U.S. and around the world.
In 1998, the National Center helped law
enforcement officers locate over 5,000
missing children. The National Center
serves a critical role as a clearinghouse
of resources and information for both
family members and law enforcement
officers. They have developed a net-
work of hotels and restaurants which
provide free services to parents in
search of their children and have also
developed extensive training programs.

I do want to thank the many advo-
cates, who have worked with me over
the years, for their tireless efforts to
improve the bill. In particular, I must
mention the members of the Vermont
Coalition of runaway and Homeless
Youth Programs and the National Net-
work for Youth for their dedication
throughout this process.

This bill, S. 249, should have been en-
acted last year. It should have been en-
acted when the Houses finally sent it
back to us in May of this year. There
was absolutely no reason to stall on
this noncontroversial legislation. I am
pleased that we were finally able to
pass it so these important programs
can continue to succeed.

I reincorporate my remarks from
June 30, July 15 and August 5 and I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of my
letter to Secretary Shalala and the re-
sponse that I received be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, DC, May 26, 1999.
Hon. DONNA SHALALA,
Secretary of Health and Human Services, Wash-

ington, DC.
DEAR SECRETARY SHALALA: I am pleased

that we are close to enactment of S. 249, the
Missing, Exploited, and Runaway Children
Protection Act of 1999, which will reauthor-
ize programs under the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (RHYA) and authorize fund-
ing for the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children. The Senate passed the
Leahy-Hatch substitute to S. 249 on April 19,
by unanimous consent. Yesterday, the House
passed its version of this legislation.

I am concerned about language inserted
into the bill during House consideration
upon which the Senate was not consulted.
That language provides for a ‘‘consolidated
review of applications’’ of RHYA grants. Be-
fore agreeing to the new language, I need to
be assured that this could in no way be con-
strued as consolidating any of the RHYA
programs under a single formula allocation.

As you know now, under the RHYA, each
year each State is awarded at a minimum
$100,000 for housing and crisis services under
the Basic Center grant program. Effective
community-based programs around the coun-
try can also apply directly for the funding
available for the Transitional Living Pro-
gram and the Sexual Abuse Prevention/
Street Outreach grants.

I hope that you can clarify that the new
language inserted by House will do nothing
to collapse the distinct programs authorized
under the RHYA. These programs are very
important and I would like to see the legisla-
tion passed without further delay.

I have been working since 1996 to enact
this reauthorizing legislation. I worked to
have the Senate pass this legislation during
the last Congress and again earlier this year.
With your assurance that Vermont and other
small states will not be disadvantaged by the
language inserted by the House in competing
for national grant funding, I will seek to ex-
pedite enactment.

Sincerely,
PATRICK LEAHY,

Ranking Member.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES,

Washington, DC, June 7, 1999.
Hon. PATRICK LEAHY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LEAHY: You have asked us
to consider the impact of certain language
recently inserted into the House version of
S. 249, the ‘‘Missing, Exploited, and Runaway
Children Act of 1999’’. Specifically, you have
asked us to consider whether proposed sec-
tion 385, Consolidated Review of Applica-
tions, will adversely affect the eligibility of
small States to receive Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (RHYA) funding above the
minimum grant allotment of the RHYA
Basic Center Grant program.

I am advised by General Counsel that cur-
rently the Secretary has wide statutory dis-
cretion to prescribe the procedures which
will be used in awarding various grants
under the RHYA. The Secretary presently
exercises this discretion by choosing to in-
clude in a consolidated grant announcement
several discrete funding opportunities with
distinct application requirements. After
studying the pertinent language in S. 249,
General Counsel has concluded that the pro-
posed legislation provides for a similar level
of discretion with respect to procedures to be
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used for various grant awards under the
RHYA. Therefore, since the proposed legisla-
tion does not require the Secretary to
change in any way her current procedures
for awarding RHYA grants, it will not re-
quire the Secretary to commingle the cur-
rent separate and discrete RHYA funding op-
portunities so as to adversely affect the eli-
gibility of small States to receive RHYA
funding above the minimum grant allotment
of the RHYA Basic Center grant program.

I hope this information is helpful to you as
you proceed with final consideration of S.
249. The Department deeply appreciates all
your efforts to reauthorize the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act.

Sincerely,
RICHARD J. TARPLIN,

Assistant Secretary for Legislation.

Mr. HAGEL. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate agree to the
amendment of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
now proceed to the immediate consid-
eration of Calendar No. 190, H.J. Res.
34.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the joint resolution
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 34) congratu-

lating and commending the Veterans of For-
eign Wars.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion.

Mr. HAGEL. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be read a
third time and passed, the preamble be
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be

laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the resolution be
printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 34)

was read the third time and passed.
The preamble was agreed to.
f

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY,
SEPTEMBER 29, 1999

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand adjourned until the hour of 10
a.m. on Wednesday, September 29. I
further ask consent that on Wednes-
day, immediately following the prayer,
the Journal of proceedings be approved
to date, the morning hour be deemed
expired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then proceed to the
Labor-HHS appropriations bill. And I
ask consent that the motion to proceed
to that bill be considered agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PROGRAM

Mr. HAGEL. For the information of
all Senators, the Senate will convene
on Wednesday at 10 a.m. and will begin
consideration of the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill. Amendments will be of-
fered; therefore, votes will occur
throughout the day and into the
evening in an effort to make progress
on the last remaining appropriations
bill. Also, the Senate may be asked to
consider any appropriations conference

reports as they become available for
action.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. HAGEL. If there is no further
business to come before the Senate, I
now ask unanimous consent that the
Senate stand in adjournment under the
previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:21 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, September 29, 1999, at 10 a.m.

f

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate September 28, 1999:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

CHARLES TAYLOR MANATT, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND
PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
TO THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC.

GARY L. ACKERMAN, OF NEW YORK, TO A REPRESENT-
ATIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO FIFTY-
FOURTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE
UNITED NATIONS.

PETER T. KING, OF NEW YORK, TO BE A REPRESENTA-
TIVE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TO THE
FIFTY-FOURTH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
THE UNITED NATIONS.

THE JUDICIARY

RICHARD LINN, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE UNITED STATES
CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT, VICE GILES
S. RICH, DECEASED.

THOMAS L. AMBRO, OF DELAWARE, TO BE UNITED
STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE FOR THE THIRD CIRCUIT, VICE
WALTER K. STAPLETON, RETIRED.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

QUENTON I. WHITE, OF TENNESSEE, TO BE UNITED
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF TEN-
NESSEE FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS, VICE JOHN
MARSHALL ROBERTS, RESIGNED.

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

FRANK HENRY CRUZ, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORA-
TION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING FOR A TERM EXPIRING
JANUARY 31, 2006. (REAPPOINTMENT)
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